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Abstract 
This research study examined the effects of explicit adult guided instruction on vocabulary acquisition in 
preschoolers with disabilities through daily interventions and an environment in which the participants were 
immersed in the vocabulary. The research question guiding this study was: What are the effects of explicit adult 
guided instruction on vocabulary acquisition in preschoolers with disabilities? Seven children ages 3 to 4 were 
selected to participate in a four week intervention with 7-10 minute daily literacy interventions combined with 
an immersive vocabulary classroom setting that revisited the target vocabulary words. Eight vocabulary words 
were introduced throughout the intervention: four nouns representing animals and four verbs that corresponded 
to how those animals moved. Two words, one noun and one verb, were explicitly taught per week through 
various multimodal activities including: scientific book read aloud, videos, kinesthetic movement of the verbs, 
fine motor activities, and music. The results demonstrated that all participants made gains in verbal and 
nonverbal language use involving the eight target vocabulary words. Based on the results of the study, it is 
recommended that children with disabilities be given vocabulary instruction using adult guided multimodal 
lessons. 
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This research study examined the effects of explicit adult guided instruction on 
vocabulary acquisition in preschoolers with disabilities through daily interventions and an 
environment in which the participants were immersed in the vocabulary. The research question 
guiding this study was: What are the effects of explicit adult guided instruction on vocabulary 
acquisition in preschoolers with disabilities? The seven K3 participants with disabilities were 
behind grade level and developmental level in expressive and receptive language, specifically 
demonstrating deficits in vocabulary. Vocabulary acquisition is crucial to the language 
development of all young children, and for children with disabilities their acquisition of 
vocabulary is often stunted more so than their typically developing peers. Therefore, it is 
important that research is designed to prove the most effective strategies to teach vocabulary to 
children with disabilities. This study was structured based upon research from Gambrell and 
Mazzoni (1999) who found that children must interact in the reading process in a variety of 
settings through information provided by the teacher to have the greatest benefit, as well as a 
study conducted by Stoner, Beck, Dennis, and Parette, Jr. (2011) that proved the value of 
incorporating audio visuals into vocabulary instruction with 3-4 year olds.  
The following thesis is divided into five chapters: Chapter One is an introduction, 
Chapter Two contains a review of literature, Chapter Three provides information about the 
participants and the methodology, Chapter Four includes the data from the study, and Chapter 
Five examines the data and draws conclusions. The first chapter contains three sections: An 
introduction to the participant group and context, connection to the common core state standards 
and IDEA, and an overview of the research study.  
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Introduction to Participants and Context 
 This research study took place in Milwaukee, Wisconsin at an urban bilingual elementary 
school. The seven participants were part of a K01 Bilingual Early Childhood Special Education 
Unit, which is a Special Education classroom for students in grades K3-K5. The classroom 
schedule was designed for the K3 students to come in the morning and the K4 and K5 students to 
be pulled out from their regular education classrooms in the afternoon. The seven children who 
participated in this study were K3 students who attended school half day in the morning in the 
K01 Bilingual Early Childhood Special Education Unit.  
All seven participants had IEPs with six under the category of Significant Developmental 
Delay as the primary disability and one under Other Health Impairment due to Congenital Heart 
Failure as the primary disability. Every participant also was diagnosed with a Speech/Language 
disability and received at least 60 minutes of Speech/Language Therapy a week. The participants 
will be referred to by a number, for example Participant 1, to ensure anonymity.   
The interventions were implemented purposefully during the animal unit prior to the all-
school field trip to the zoo. Due to the participants’ Speech/Language delays in expressive and 
receptive comprehension, including deficits in vocabulary, and delayed comprehension due to 
cognitive disabilities or delays, the interventions were designed to use repetitive simple phrases 
and introduced only two new vocabulary words per week. Thoughtful planning was implemented 
in varying the structure of the daily interventions to appeal to different senses, skills sets, and 
interests. The interventions all were explicitly lead by an adult, the researcher and teacher of the 
participants, and were all taught in Spanish, the dominant language of the children.    
 
 




Common Core State Standards 
 The seven selected participants were performing below grade level in all academic areas, 
but their use of vocabulary in expressive and receptive language was the chosen focus for this 
study. The selected standard for this study was English Language Arts-Literacy.LK.6: “Use 
words and phrases acquired through conversations, reading and being read to, and responding to 
texts” (Common Core State Standards, 2012). The interventions in this study were designed to 
incorporate conversations, reading, and listening to texts in order to acquire the vocabulary. This 
standard reflected kindergarten (K5) expectations, and thus did not exactly correspond to the 
level of the participants’ age group. 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act  
 As stated in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, 2004), children must 
go through a proper evaluation with tests given by psychologists, speech pathologists, social 
workers, classroom teachers, and other personnel as needed following the regulations outlined in 
IDEA. The data from these evaluations then must be presented at a meeting to discuss eligibility 
to receive special education services, decide which criteria under which the child qualifies, and 
develop an IEP (Individualized Education Program) that explains the child’s disabilities. An IEP 
is an individual document created for each student that lists accommodations for his/her 
education in regular education settings and test taking scenarios, an alternative curriculum if 
needed, and annual goals related to social, academic, speech/language, motor, self-help, or 
behavioral (among others) skills.  
Furthermore, according to IDEA, a child cannot be deemed eligible for Special Education 
based solely on lack on appropriate instruction in reading or math, or because of limited English 
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proficiency (IDEA, 614.b.5, 2004). The participants in this research study all had gone through 
the evaluation process mandated by IDEA and had met criteria to receive Special Education 
services prior to their participation in this study. Although the seven participants were all English 
language learners and thus would be labeled limited English proficient, the evaluation data 
revealed that there were other factors impacting their ability to learn, such as cognitive and 
speech/language delays, thus influencing the IEP team’s decision to provide the children with 
special education services in school settings.  
The evaluations that were given to the participants and meetings that were held 
determined the placement of these children in the K01 Bilingual Early Childhood Special 
Education Unit and the students’ annual goals. The goals were individualized for each 
participant: Some of the goals related to social skills, others to academics, some to attending 
skills, and all participants had a variation of a communication/speech goal. The deficits in 
receptive and expressive language, especially vocabulary, were addressed in the 
communication/speech goals and the literacy goals, thus forming the foundation for instruction 
in the interventions used in this research study. All instruction addressed IEP goals for the 
participants directly through instruction in literacy and vocabulary and in expressive and 
receptive language, but also indirectly through social skills such as taking turns and using proper 
social cues to interact with peers and attending skills in increasing stamina of focus and 
participation in activities. 
Overview of Study 
 These seven K3 participants with disabilities were behind grade level in expressive and 
receptive language, specifically in vocabulary. Because of this, this study was designed to 
increase their vocabulary and research the effects of using explicit adult guided instruction in the 
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interventions. This study was devised to engage the students daily in an adult directed activity 
that related to the two vocabulary words of the particular week. The participants were further 
immersed in the vocabulary throughout their school day to amplify the retention of the 
vocabulary words and to practice using the vocabulary expressively and receptively.  
The purpose of this study was to research the effects of using explicit adult guided 
instruction when teaching vocabulary to 3-4 year old children with disabilities. The participants 
described above took part in a four week study. This research study was divided into four weeks, 
with each week covering two new vocabulary words: one noun (an animal) and one verb relating 
to how that animal moved. Each Monday intervention involved a nonfiction read aloud relating 
to the noun and verb of the week, followed by an informative video of the same two vocabulary 
words in the participants’ native language during the intervention on Tuesdays. Wednesdays 
incorporated motion and physical activity as the participants acted out the verbs that 
corresponded to the nouns. Thursdays involved fine motor development with coloring pictures of 
the noun acting out the verb, such as an eagle flying. Friday interventions utilized technology 
once more with a song accompanied with a video of the two focus vocabulary words of the 
week. A pre test was administered to each participant before the study and a post test was 
delivered at the end of the four week study. An informal assessment was given each Friday to 
evaluate the participants’ retention of the vocabulary words that had been taught.  
In the next chapter, a review of the literature will be presented around three topics: adult-
guided instruction, audio-visual interventions, and strategies for preschoolers with disabilities. 
This review of literature will form the foundation for the methods and procedures used in this 
research study. 
 




REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
This research will study the effects of explicit adult guided instruction in Vocabulary 
Instruction of 3-4 year old children with disabilities, which contains elements of the following 
research studies. The first section contains research studies regarding Explicit Adult Guided 
Instruction by Roskos, Burstein, and Sullivan (2013), Benson (2013), and Nielsen, Friesen, and 
Fink (2012) that provide a basis for the procedure and methodology of the research performed in 
this study. These three studies utilize small group instruction led by an adult researcher or 
teacher in order to investigate the effects on vocabulary in preschool children.  
The next section contains research studies regarding the Effects of Visual/Audio-Visual 
Interventions from researchers Soul (2014), Meadan, Stoner, and Parette (2008), and Farley, 
Ramonda, and Liu (2012), all of whom conducted studies to detect the effects of using visuals 
and/or audio-visuals versus text only when teaching vocabulary. Soul (2014) and Meadan, 
Stoner, and Parette (2008) performed their study with preschool students, while Farley, 
Ramonda, and Liu (2012) studied the effects of using visuals to teach vocabulary to second 
language learners in college. This section contains a more specific sub genre of evidence-based 
strategies of using visuals and/or audio-visual aids that were incorporated into the methodology 
for the research performed in this study.  
The third section contains four studies about Interventions with Students with Disabilities 
from researchers Drager, Postal, Carrolus, Castellano, Gagliano, and Glynn (2008), Ganz and 
Flores (2008), Flippin, Reszka, and Watson (2010), and Rinaldi, Rogers-Akinson, and Arora 
(2009). These studies all focus on preschool/kindergarten aged participants with a diagnosis such 
as Autism, Language Disability, or Emotional Disability, which correlate directly to the 
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participant group for the research performed in this study. Methodology and strategies from these 
four studies are very similar to those used in the studies found in the other sections, Explicit 
Adult Guided Instruction and Effects of Visual/Audio-Visual Interventions, but is more specific 
in its participant group and overall objectives as they pertain to a more specific group of young 
children with disabilities learning communication and vocabulary.  
The last section contains two studies about multimodal learning. The first study from 
Scofield, Hernandez-Reif, and Keith (2009) investigated the natural occurrence of multimodal 
learning in children ages 2-5 and the children’s ability to apply this multimodal learning style to 
learning new words. The second study from Sankey, Birch, and Gardiner (2010) applied the 
multimodal learning concept to older learners ages 17 to 60 and focused on the effects of using 
multimodal teaching techniques on learning and also the participants’ perceptions of their 
learning experiences with the multimodal techniques. This literature review chapter ends with a 
conclusion that summarizes the findings from the twelve research studies.  
Section One: Explicit Adult Guided Instruction 
The first study in this section will be A Small Scale Study of the Effects of Supplemental 
Vocabulary Instruction on Preschoolers with Vocabulary Delays (Roskos, Burstein, & Sullivan, 
2013), followed by An Investigation of Small Group Direct Vocabulary Instruction on the 
Vocabulary Development of Kindergarten Development of Kindergarten Children (Benson, 
2013), and lastly The Effectiveness of a Model of Language-Focused Classroom Instruction on 
the Vocabulary and Narrative Development of Kindergarten Children (Nielsen, Friesen, & Fink, 
2012). All of these studies focus on the methodology of an adult directly teaching content and 
engaging with the students during the interventions for vocabulary instruction for 
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preschool/kindergarten age students. These studies build the foundation for the explicit adult 
guided instruction used in this research study.  
A Small Scale Study of the Effects of Supplemental Vocabulary Instruction on Preschoolers 
with Vocabulary Delays 
Roskos, Burstein, and Sullivan (2013) studied the effects of supplemental vocabulary 
instruction on preschoolers with vocabulary delays in their 12 week study of 24 preschool 
children. The purpose of this investigation was to examine whether greater frequency of a direct, 
intensive vocabulary intervention alone improves gains for 24 children with vocabulary delays 
from eight Head Start classrooms in Early Reading First programs (Roskos, Burstein, & 
Sullivan, 2013). There are two objectives for their study: The impact of instructional frequency 
on the overall receptive vocabulary growth, and the impact of instructional frequency on the 
number of target words learned over the treatment period. The researchers hypothesized that a 
higher frequency of direct instruction would increase learning gains for children at risk for 
vocabulary delays.  
The 24 participants were found in eight Head Start classrooms in the Midwest and 
Southwest. All children were administered the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, with a total of 
161 identified as having vocabulary delays. From this pool of 161, 24 were randomly selected 
and split into two equal groups of 12 for a control group and experimental group. Ten teachers 
participated with ten hours of training prior to the research study. The intervention used in this 
experiment is Say Tell Do Play (STDP) which is direct intense vocabulary instruction that 
teaches a specific set of vocabulary words per session. The format of STDP involves the teacher 
presenting the vocabulary word with a visual and saying the word, then providing the student 
with opportunities to repeat the word and act out the word or incorporate some physical 
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movement about the word. The last step is to allow the students to play and use the word in a 
more informal and less structured setting to fully demonstrate that they understand the word.  
All students, control and experiment group, received 75 minutes of daily early literacy 
instruction in large group and small group settings. The experimental group received 15 minutes 
of the STDP intervention twice a week for 12 weeks in a quiet setting, each focusing on three to 
five words. Students were assessed again at the end of the 12 weeks and the results showed that 
increasing the frequency of a teacher guided explicit intervention helped students increase their 
receptive and expressive vocabulary skills. For receptive vocabulary, the control group made a 
gain of 7% and the experimental group increased 13%. The experimental group also boasted a 
9% advantage over the control group for expressive vocabulary growth with the target words. 
This study demonstrated the success of frequent and direct teacher guided interventions with 
preschoolers who have vocabulary delays.  
An Investigation of Small Group Direct Vocabulary Instruction on the Vocabulary 
Development of Kindergarten Development of Kindergarten Children 
Similar to Roskos, Burstein, and Sullivan’s (2014) study of direct vocabulary instruction 
delivered in small groups to preschoolers, Benson (2013) investigated the impact of small group 
direct vocabulary instruction on vocabulary development of kindergarten children living in 
poverty based on lessons found in The Bridge of Vocabulary: Evidence-Based Activities for 
Academic Success by Judy K. Montgomery. The purpose of the study was to examine the extent 
to which tri-weekly evidence-based vocabulary lessons implemented throughout the regular 
school day would increase kindergarten students’ expressive and receptive vocabulary 
development (Benson, 2013). Benson used the following as her guiding question: “Do the 
lessons found in The Bridge of Vocabulary help close the vocabulary gap that exists upon 
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entering kindergarten between children living in poverty and their more advantaged peers?” 
(Benson, 2013, p. 12).  
 Participants were gathered from an elementary school in the Midwest and were selected 
based on their poverty level and age. Eighty-three students participated in the research study: 
Thirty-four were in the control group that received normal vocabulary instruction according to 
the school’s guidelines, and 49 were in the experimental group that received lessons from 
evidence-based direct instruction vocabulary lessons from The Bridge of Vocabulary. Data was 
collected through the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, Fourth Edition and the Expressive 
Vocabulary Test, Second Edition.  All kindergarten students, including those who participated in 
the study, were given the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test and the Expressive Vocabulary Test 
in August as a pretest. Next the researchers gained parental consent and in January gave the 
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test and the Expressive Vocabulary Test again. The test data from 
August and January was analyzed to determine the students’ normal learning pattern and an 
informal vocabulary assessment was given before experimental interventions began. The 
interventions took place in small groups of five to seven students for 15 minutes three times a 
week for 12 weeks by the researcher for a total of 36 lessons.  There were also five to seven 
minute vocabulary lessons five times a week. At the end of the 12 weeks the Peabody Picture 
Vocabulary Test, the Expressive Vocabulary Test, and the informal vocabulary test were given 
and the results were compared.  
 Results from this study prove that students who received the vocabulary intervention 
made significantly greater growth in both expressive and receptive vocabulary development 
(Benson, 2013). With expressive vocabulary, the control group made negative 0.79 growths 
while the experimental group made 4.42 growths. For receptive vocabulary, the control group 
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made negative 0.85 growths and the experimental group made 7.08 growths. The informal 
vocabulary assessment showed that the control group made 3.58 growths and the experimental 
group made 11.4 growths. Thus, the experimental group outperformed the control group and 
made positive gains in all areas, proving that the direct vocabulary lessons found in The Bridge 
of Vocabulary increase the vocabulary acquisition of kindergarten students living in high 
poverty.  
The Effectiveness of a Model of Language-Focused Classroom Instruction on the 
Vocabulary and Narrative Development of Kindergarten Children 
Like Roskos, Burstein, and Sullivan (2014) and Benson (2013), Nielsen, Friesen, and 
Fink (2012) also studied vocabulary development in young children through the use of small 
group direct instruction. They studied the effectiveness of language-focused classroom 
instruction on the vocabulary and narrative development of Kindergarten children in high 
poverty areas. The purpose of their study was to examine the effectiveness of the model of using 
language-focused instruction by the classroom teacher on the vocabulary and narrative 
development of kindergarten children identified as living in high poverty (Nielsen, Friesen, & 
Fink, 2012).  A major premise of the study was that high quality instruction with reading is 
important for the initial success of emergent readers, but is not enough for long term reading 
achievement. Twenty two kindergarten children, nine girls and 13 boys, participated in the study. 
They were chosen based on test results that determined them to be behind their peers in 
vocabulary and narrative development and also by their free/reduced lunch status.    
They performed a 12 week study that was comprised of four 30 minute lessons a week 
from the classroom teacher. Each week had a different story book as its focus and a structure for 
a four day sequence that remained constant throughout the 12 weeks. Data was collected through 
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the use of the Oral Language Development Test, the Test of Narrative Language, and vocabulary 
assessments based on target vocabulary words chosen from each of the 12 story books.  The 
researchers developed the vocabulary assessment as well as a rubric to assess the students’ 
abilities to retell the story; components included in this rubric include setting, initiating event, 
characters, characters’ goals, attempts to meet their goals, and the outcome. For the Oral 
Language Development Test, the Test of Narrative Language, and vocabulary assessments, 
students were given a pre-test and a post-test.  
The results from this research study showed that explicit classroom instruction with 
repeated experiences and active engagement increased both vocabulary and narrative 
development (Nielsen, Friesen, & Fink, 2012). The pretest data from the Oral Language 
Development Test was an average of 88.7 and increased to 94.7 in the posttest. The pretest data 
from the Test of Narrative Language was a 77.1 and increased to 90.2 in the posttest. Students 
gained an average of 11.6 in the vocabulary assessments from the 12 story books.  
Conclusion of Explicit Adult Guided Instruction 
The results from these three studies by researchers Roskos, Burstein, and Sullivan (2014), 
Benson (2013), and Nielsen, Friesen, and Fink (2012) show that interventions led by 
teachers/researchers with small groups of preschool/kindergarten children increased the students’ 
growth of vocabulary. The first study by Roskos, Burstein, and Sullivan (2014) showed that 
increasing the frequency of a teacher guided explicit intervention helped students increase their 
receptive and expressive vocabulary skills. Results from Benson (2013) prove that students who 
received the small group vocabulary intervention with explicit instruction by an adult made 
significantly greater growth in both expressive and receptive vocabulary development. Nielsen, 
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Friesen, and Fink (2012) found that explicit instruction with a teacher that was engaging and 
repeated improved vocabulary and narrative development. 
Section Two: Effects of Visual/Audio-Visual Interventions 
This section includes research from Soul (2014), Meadan, Stoner, and Parette (2008), and 
Farley, Ramonda, and Liu (2012) regarding the use of visuals and/or audio-visual aids in 
vocabulary instruction. The first two studies from Soul (2014) and Meadan, Stoner, and Parette, 
(2008) studied the effects of using visuals and audio-visuals on the vocabulary and language 
development in preschool/kindergarten children and the third study investigated the effects of 
using visuals on the vocabulary development of college students learning a second language 
Farley, Ramonda, and Liu (2012).  The first study in this section will be Language Development 
of the Preschool Children: The Effects of an Audio-Visual Intervention Program in Delhi (Soul, 
2014). Following Soul will be Sight Word Recognition Among Young Children At Risk: 
Picture-Supported vs Word-Only (Meadan, Stoner, & Parette, 2008). The final study will be The 
concreteness effect and the bilingual lexicon: The impact of visual stimuli attachment on 
meaning recall of abstract L2 words (Farley, Ramonda, & Liu, 2012).  
Language Development of the Preschool Children: The Effects of an Audio-Visual 
Intervention Program in Delhi 
Roul studied the effects of audio-visual stimulation as an intervention with preschool 
children in the 2014 study Language Development of the Preschool Children: The Effects of an 
Audio-Visual Intervention Program in Delhi. This study primarily aimed “to study the 
effectiveness of the Audio-visual Intervention Program on the language development of 
preschool children,” while also using the data to compare the results in regards to socio-
economic status of the children and their families (Roul, 2014, 59).  
GUIDED VOCABULARY INSTRUCTION FOR CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES  21 
 
 
  Specifically, the researchers were looking for changes or improvements in students’ 
listening comprehension and vocabulary. The participants included 100 preschool students from 
one preschool in Rohini, Delhi, India. Pretests were given to all students to determine their 
baseline listening comprehension and vocabulary, as well as a socio-economic status 
standardized scaled to establish the socio-economic status of the families. From the data gained 
from the pretests, students were divided into two groups, a control group and an experimental 
group. Groups were created to have equal baselines of listening comprehension and vocabulary 
as judged by the pretests. The parents of these participants were also involved to provide input 
for the socio-economic measure.  
Preschool teachers at the school were given a two day training to inform them of the 
audio-visual intervention. The intervention program consisted of audio-visual programs to be 
delivered in small groups via the classroom teacher. No further information was provided about 
the procedure of the study. The posttest was in the same format as the pretest: teachers told a 
story with an addition of flashcards that corresponded to part of the story. Students then had to 
identify the flashcards, place them in order, and answer questions about the story.  
 Data from the pretest and posttest showed that students from the experimental group 
gained in both the areas of listening comprehension and vocabulary. The results from this study 
demonstrated that the audio-visual intervention program benefited the students’ listening 
comprehension and vocabulary of preschool children, thus positively affecting their language 
development. When applied to the comparison between pretest and posttest data, socio-economic 
did not affect the benefits of the audio-visual intervention program.    
Sight Word Recognition Among Young Children At Risk: Picture-Supported versus Word-
Only 
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Similar to the study by Soul (2014) that used audio visual programs delivered by the 
classroom teacher to teach preschool children vocabulary and comprehension in small groups, 
Meadan, Stoner, and Parette also studied the influence of using visuals to increase vocabulary. 
They investigated the use of pictures in learning sight words with children at risk in their study in 
2008. They had two questions for their research study: Does using pictures when teaching 
children to recognize sight words make a difference with children at risk, and will the addition of 
the picture with the written sight word increase children’s recognition of sight words compared 
to not having pictures? 
 The researchers chose their participants ages 4-5 from seven different preschools in a 
Mid-Western city. They identified the children as at risk through a three step process: using a 
Developmental Indicatory for Assessment of Learning-3, the Preschool Phonological Screening 
section of the Hodson Assessment of Phonological Patterns-3, and a checklist of common 
indicators of children at risk. After screening the children at the different preschools, they 
randomly divided the children who had met the credentials to be at risk from the three step pre-
screening into two groups: a control group of four girls and four boys, and an intervention group 
with 19 boys and seven girls.  
 After gathering their participants, trained graduate students worked with groups of 4-6 
students in a quiet environment for 15 minutes twice a week with flashcards of 20 pre-selected 
words, ten pre-primer and 10 primer Dolch words. The control group only used cards with the 
written words, and the intervention group had cards with the written word and a picture. During 
the four week research period, four assessments were given in which the students were 
independently asked to read the 20 sight words. The first assessment was given the first day as a 
baseline, and then the next was given two weeks later, followed by two posttests at the end of the 
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four weeks. The first three assessments did not use flashcards with pictures, only with the written 
words, and the last assessment used cards with pictures.  
 The results from the assessments showed that in the first assessment the control group (no 
pictures) read an average of 6.9% of the words correctly, and the intervention group (pictures) 
read 5%. The midway intervention two weeks later displayed the progress made by both groups 
with 16.9% for the control group and 8.2% for the intervention group. At the end of the four 
week intervention process, two post tests were given, one with flashcards of only written words, 
and one with flashcards with written words and pictures. The posttest without pictures resulted in 
20.6% for the control group and 11.5% for the intervention group. The intervention group had 
their best results in the posttest with pictures, the only assessment that used pictures, with an 
average of 48.5% compared to the 37.8% for the control group.  
These results demonstrate that the control group consistently performed better than the 
intervention group without receiving instruction with pictures and when tested without pictures. 
However, when the test included pictures (assessment 4), the intervention group boasted an 
average score over 10% higher than the control group. Both groups’ scores improved with each 
assessment, proving that each group was learning the words. The relatively low scores compared 
to the control group in the first three assessments and the high score for the last assessment could 
be contributed to the intervention group becoming dependent upon the pictures to read the 
words: During the intervention they used the pictures as a crutch to help them read the words and 
therefore could not read the words as well in the assessments that did not have pictures. This is 
valuable for instructors to think about and incorporate into their planning as they teach children 
vocabulary: Be aware of students using pictures as a crutch and align assessments to how 
students have been instructed.  
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 Limitations for the study include the short period of intervention, the small number of 
participants, an imbalance between the size of the control group and the size of the intervention 
group, and the lack of time given to the intervention group to wean out the pictures.  
The Concreteness Effect and the Bilingual Lexicon: The Impact of Visual Stimuli 
Attachment on Meaning Recall of Abstract L2 Words 
In 2012 Farley, Ramonda, and Liu performed a study using similar methodology as 
Meadan, Stoner, and Parette (2008) to explore the effects of using visuals when learning of 
abstract words in a second language. Like Meadan, Stoner, and Parette (2008), Farley, Ramonda, 
and Liu utilized an intervention group that received instruction of vocabulary words 
accompanied with pictures. The focus of their study was to investigate how visuals affected the 
recall of the meanings of abstract words in the participants’ second language. The authors’ 
hypothesis stated that the visuals would enhance the meaning recall of abstract words, just as 
visuals have shown in various other research studies to enhance the learning and recall of 
concrete words.  
 Participants for this study were chosen from a pool of 160 students (non-Spanish Majors) 
enrolled in a first semester Spanish course at a university in Southwestern U.S.A. From this 
initial pool of 160, a pretest was given to judge their eligibility for participation in the study: Any 
student who had more than three years of Spanish instruction prior to the research, a previous 
study abroad experience in a Spanish-speaking country, spoke Spanish at home, or had difficulty 
reading in his/her first language, was excluded from the final pool of 87 participants for the 
study. The students were spread across eight different classes of approximately 20 students each, 
with four of these classes being used as non-picture groups and four as picture groups. This 
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means that of the 87 participants, 51 were in classes using the treatment created by the authors 
with pictures and 36 were in classes using the treatment created by the authors without pictures.  
 The classroom instructors gave the initial biographical questionnaire that was used to 
narrow down the research participants, as well as the pretest, immediate posttest, delayed 
posttest, and posttest questionnaire. Classroom instructors were heavily relied upon to 
accommodate the mandatory aspect of each step. Researchers came into the class to deliver the 
treatment in the form of PowerPoint slides after the initial questionnaire and pretest had been 
administered. The pretest included Spanish words, concrete and abstract, that the students were 
asked to circle if they already knew. Researchers used these pretests to compile lists of 12 
concrete words and 12 abstract words that most students did not know before the treatment was 
given (students who already knew the words were excluded from the final results of that word). 
The classroom instructors did not explain the purpose of the pretest as part of a larger research 
study; they described it as a pretest to grasp the current vocabulary levels of the students and that 
guest speakers would be arriving the next class to present on the information (the researchers).  
The final 12 concrete and 12 abstract words were used to create a 77 slide PowerPoint 
that would act as the treatment for the research. The treatment for the picture groups included 
pictures associated with all 24 words, followed by the English translation and a native Spanish 
speaker saying the word. The treatment for the non-picture groups was identical except for 
exclusion of the pictures. These treatments were delivered on the same day for all students, 
lasting approximately 16-17 minutes.  Directly after the treatment was given, students took the 
immediate posttest which asked them to write the English translation to the 24 Spanish words 
that were on the treatment. Exactly two weeks later the exact same test was given as the delayed 
GUIDED VOCABULARY INSTRUCTION FOR CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES  26 
 
 
posttest, along with a posttest questionnaire that ascertained that the students had not had any 
more help in learning those 24 words in the past two weeks.   
 The results from this study showed that visuals did indeed aid in the meaning recall of 
abstract words. In the immediate post test, results from the picture group were 7.47 or 7.75/12 
versus 5.14 or 5.22/12 in the non-picture group. The reason for two results (i.e. 7.47 and 7.75) 
was because many students gave synonyms of the correct translations as their responses: The 
first number exhibits the data without counting the synonym responses as correct, and the second 
number shows the data with the synonyms as correct. The numbers represent the average number 
of abstract words students answered correctly out of the 12. In the delayed posttest, results still 
favored the use of visuals but there was significant decay across all groups: 1.22 or 1.41/12 for 
the picture group and 0.81 or 0.92/12 for the non-picture group.  Authors hypothesized that the 
decay could be accredited to the fact that the treatment was only given once and that there were a 
large number of words (24).  Therefore, the authors’ hypothesis of visuals enhancing the 
meaning recall of abstract words in a second language was supported by the data, thus 
encouraging the use of visuals when teaching abstract words in a second language.  
Conclusion of Effects of Visual/Audio-Visual Interventions 
These three research studies discussed the use of visual and audio-visual stimuli to 
enhance vocabulary and language development; all of the studies found success with using these 
stimuli with the exception of Meadan, Stoner, and Parette (2008) which will be discussed. In 
Soul’s study with preschool children in Delhi, the results proved that the audio-visual 
intervention program improved the students’ listening comprehension and vocabulary (Soul, 
2014). The results from Meadan, Stoner, and Parette (2008) were less consistent: the group 
receiving interventions with visual stimuli only scored higher than the text only control group in 
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the final assessment that included the pictures used during their instruction. This shows that 
using visuals is successful in improving vocabulary and language development, but that young 
preschool children could become dependent upon the pictures and not learn the text associated 
with the picture. The final study focused on a different participant group of college age second 
language learners and also concluded that the use of visual increased the ability of the students 
receiving the intervention to recall the meaning of vocabulary words in a second language 
(Farley, Ramonda, & Liu, 2012). The results from these studies show that using visual and 
audio-visual aids is a proven strategy for teaching vocabulary and increasing language 
development in preschoolers as well as improving meaning recall in older participants learning a 
second language, but that visuals should not be used in isolation so as not to become a crutch for 
the learners, as evident in the results from Meadan, Stoner, and Parette (2008).  
Section Three: Interventions with Students with Disabilities 
The following four research studies contain strategies and methodology expressed in the 
previous studies such as small group instruction guided by an adult and the use of visual stimuli 
on vocabulary and language development of preschool/kindergarten age children. They differ in 
the participants: All of the participants in these studies have a medically diagnosed disability. 
These studies are included to verify the use of explicit adult guided instruction in small groups 
and visual/audio-visual stimuli with a participant group of 3-4 year old children. Two of the 
studies (Drager, et. al, 2008, Ganz & Flores, 2008) incorporate visual aids and strategies into 
intervention groups with preschool/kindergarten age children with Autism. Another study from 
Flippin, Reszka, and Watson (2010) is a meta-analysis of previous research performed using the 
Picture Exchange Communication System. The last study is a cross analysis of language skills 
and behavior from typically developing children, children with language disabilities, and 
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children with behavior disabilities. The first study will be The Effect of Aided Language 
Modeling on Symbol Comprehension and Production in 2 Preschoolers with Autism (Drager, 
Postal, Carrolus, Castellano, Gagliano, & Glynn, 2008). Second will be Effects of the Use of 
Visual Strategies in Play Groups with Children with Autism Spectrum Disorders and their Peers 
(Ganz & Flores, 2008). Third will be Effectiveness of the Picture Exchange Communication 
System (PECS) on Communication and Speech for Children with Autism Spectrum Disorders: A 
Meta-Analysis, which examines previous studies that used the PECS and analyzes the results 
(Flippin, Reszka, & Watson, 2010). The fourth and final study will be An Exploratory Study of 
the Oral Language and Behavior Skills of Children with Identified Language and Emotional 
Disabilities in Preschool that tests the shared delays in oral language and behavior in preschool 
children with language and emotionally disabled preschool children (Rinaldi, Rogers-Akinson, & 
Arora, 2009).   
The Effect of Aided Language Modeling on Symbol Comprehension and Production in 2 
Preschoolers with Autism 
In 2008, Drager et al. conducted research on two preschoolers diagnosed with Autism to 
determine the influence Aided Language Modeling (ALM) would have on their vocabulary 
acquisition. ALM is the combination of symbols and verbal modeling while engaging the child 
in play. There are three components for the participants in ALM: They must use their pointer 
fingers to indicate an object in the environment, and within two seconds point to the symbol of 
the same object, while also using the verbal cue for the symbol.  
 The guiding questions these researchers used reflect the effectiveness of using ALM in 
“increasing the number of graphic symbols correctly identified” and “increasing the number of 
referents within an activity correctly labeled using graphic symbols” by children diagnosed with 
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autism (Drager et al., 2008, p. 114).  Researchers hypothesized that ALM would be successful in 
teaching new vocabulary to young children with autism due to the generally “high visuospatial 
skills” associated with autism (Drager et al., 2008, p. 114).  
 Participants included two children, one boy and one girl, previously diagnosed with 
autism or pervasive developmental disorder within the ages of 3-5 years old. Other criteria for 
their selection includes having a vocabulary of fewer than 30 words, possessing the ability to 
match objects/symbols and to select objects/symbols by pointing, and having no record of vision 
or hearing loss. Over the course of five months 37 sessions were held, averaging two per week 
with duration of 15-20 minutes. A team including the Early Childhood Special Education 
teacher, the aids, daycare staff, researchers, Speech Language Pathologist, and parents chose 
three highly engaging activities for each participant. For each activity, four common objects or 
examples from that activity were chosen as the target vocabulary. Verbal and graphic symbols 
were created for each activity, thus totaling in 12 new vocabulary words. Pretests were 
conducted to ensure that the participants did not know the words beforehand. The sessions took 
place at the participants’ daycare center in a variety of rooms and settings depending on the 
activity.  
 Throughout the sessions the participants were assessed three times by researchers and 
speech pathologist: once at the beginning to determine a baseline, during the intervention, and at 
the end to determine the maintenance of vocabulary comprehension and production. The 
researcher and speech pathologist verbally asked the students to show them one of the target 
vocabulary words. Six objects were randomly placed in front of the participant with the familiar 
symbol cards also centrally located. To respond correctly to the assessment, participants had to 
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point to the correct object as well as the symbol card for graphic response and verbally state the 
symbol for verbal response.  
 The results from the intervention for Participant 1 showed that she made 65% gains with 
only using the graphic and 65% gains using only the verbal for activity 1. For activity 2 she 
made 45% gains with the graphic and 95% gains with the verbal, and for the third activity she 
made 95% gains with the graphic and 80% gains with the verbal.  Participant 2 boasted 65% 
gains with the graphic and 35% gains with the verbal for activity 1, 32% gains for graphic and 
55% gains for verbal in activity 2, and 100% gains in both graphic and verbal for activity 3.  
 This data displays the success of ALM intervention in increasing symbol comprehension 
and vocabulary in young children with autism. It also proved to be successful in increasing 
symbol production and maintenance of the new vocabulary. Limitations of this research 
primarily revolve around the very small pool of participants from whom they gathered data: only 
two children participated, thus making it difficult to generalize the results for all children with 
autism.  
Effects of the Use of Visual Strategies in Play Groups with Children with Autism Spectrum 
Disorders and their Peers 
 Another study in 2008 investigated the use of visual stimuli to increase communication 
and vocabulary in preschool children with Autism: Ganz and Flores conducted the study Effects 
of the Use of Visual Strategies in Play Groups with Children with Autism Spectrum Disorders 
and their Peers. This research study aimed to “investigate the impact of visual strategies with 
preschool children with Autism Spectrum Disorders (ASD) and their peers during play group 
sessions”(Ganz & Flores, 2008, 926).   
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 The participants included three children with ASD and four typically developing children 
between the ages of 3 and 6. Requirements for participants with ASD included: age 3-6, medical 
diagnosis of ASD or pervasive developmental disorder, and to speak in understandable phrases 
of at least one word. Children were recruited online through the Autism Society of America. The 
Gilliam Autism Rating Scale was completed by both the mother of the child and the researcher 
after initial recruitment to confirm the medical diagnosis of ASD or pervasive developmental 
disorder. Criteria for typically developing participants in the study included: 4-5 years old, no 
identified disability or delay, good attendance, and intelligible sentences of 4+ words.  
 From these seven participants, two play groups of three children were formed: Group 1 
had one child with ASD and two typically developing peers and group 2 had two children with 
ASD and two typically developing peers who switched halfway through the data collection. 
These two play groups came together 30 minutes a day for 4-5 days a week for four weeks 
throughout the summer. Data was collected in 5 minute sessions during thematic play 1-3 times 
each session. Themes were changed approximately each week and were chosen based on child 
interest explained in pre-surveys completed by the parents of the participants.  
 The intervention used in this experiment was script cards with text and pictures. Words 
were typed onto cards with a picture or a symbol associated with each card. Phrases were 
developed by researchers according to the theme and common phrases used in preschool social 
play. Researchers would teach the typically developing children tactics to socialize with children 
with ASD and about the script cards; the typically developing children learned certain phrases 
intended to encourage or elicit speech from their peers with ASD. During the play sessions, 
researchers used one script card per session with the children with ASD in four steps: (a) 
Researchers display the script card 2-3 feet away from the children, (b) Researchers use hand 
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over hand with the child to point to the text/pictures on the card making a 3 word phrase, (c) 
Researchers verbally dictate the phrase, (d) Researchers prompt the children with ASD to say the 
phrase.    
 The results of this study demonstrated a higher use of scripted phrases, more spoken 
words associated with the theme/activities, and a higher frequency of speech by the children with 
ASD. Data exhibited an increase for all three children with ASD in their use of the script 
phrases, with some incidents of spontaneous speech and recitation of the script phrases without 
prompting. This study proved that the use of the script card visual strategy benefited children 
with ASD in social environments with typically developing peers, as evidenced by increased 
speech directed to play.  
Effectiveness of the Picture Exchange Communication System (PECS) on Communication 
and Speech for Children with Autism Spectrum Disorders: A Meta-Analysis 
 Although Flippin, Reszka, and Watson did not conduct their own research study, they did 
examine and analyze previous investigations that utilized a visual strategy similar to Ganz and 
Flores (2008) and Drager, et al., (2008). They published a study in 2010 about the benefits of 
using the Picture Exchange Communication System (PECS) on Speech and Communication 
when working with children with Autism Spectrum Disorders (ASD). PECS is a system of 
pictures and symbols that represent nouns and actions that one can use to communicate with 
others. It is often used with people diagnosed with ASD or others who have difficulty 
communicating as it provides a nonverbal and very structured strategy to communicate. One of 
the intentions of this strategy is to generate spontaneous speech in its users. The visual aspect of 
PECS is important as it accelerates the learning of vocabulary. This study did not conduct its 
own research on children with ASD, but rather looked through past experiments and research to 
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analyze and synthesize the data. The primary research questions are: “What are the effects of 
PECS on communication outcomes for children with ASD? What are the effects of PECS on 
speech outcomes for children with ASD?” (Flippin, et al., 2010, 181). 
 Participating articles were chosen through a three step process: first, the researchers had 
to identify conceptual and empirical articles related to PECS with children under the age of 18 
from 1994 to 2009, then they cross referenced the articles to the official PECS website, and 
finally they referenced three literature reviews (Flippin, et al., 2010, 181). A total of 54 articles 
were chosen from this three step process, and through more filters of variables a final total of 11 
articles were chosen for this meta-analysis. Researchers examined the previous research data, 
analyzed it, and then synthesized it from all 11 studies.  
 Communication outcomes were measured by frequency with which the children with 
ASD used PECS in exchanges, requests, and imitation, and speech outcomes were measured by 
the frequency of non-imitative spoken acts, spontaneous speech, word vocalizations, word 
approximations, and the average number of words spoken per trial (Flippin, et al., 2010, 187). 
The results from this meta-analysis showed that communication increased through the use of 
PECS in the children with ASD but that maintenance was only shown in one of seven studies. 
For speech production, the meta-analysis proved that PECS did not influence large increases and 
maintenance of any gains were only measured in one of five studies.  
An Exploratory Study of the Oral Language and Behavior Skills of Children with 
Identified Language and Emotional Disabilities in Preschool 
Like the previous three studies by Drager, et al., (2008), Ganz and Flores (2008), and 
Flippin, Reszka, and Watson (2010), Rinaldi, Rogers-Adkinson, and Arora also applied their 
research in 2009 to preschool children with disabilities. Specifically, they studied the areas of 
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oral language and behavior skills with children who had been previously diagnosed with 
Emotional Disabilities (ED) and Language Disabilities (LI).  The researchers had noticed the 
lack of specific research on children with Language and Emotional Disabilities and guided their 
research with three hypotheses: (a) “Students receiving special education services for ED or LI 
will have significantly lower oral language skills and co-occurring socio-emotional skills than 
typically developing peers” (Rinaldi et al., 2009, p. 33), (b) There will be no significant 
differences between children with ED and children with LI in the areas of language skills and 
socio-emotional skills when compared to their typically developing peers, and (c) “Each group, 
ED and LI, would have greater levels of severity in the particular disability category with co-
occurring delays in the secondary category” (Rinaldi et al., 2009, p. 33).  
 The participants of this study were comprised of 37 children, 26 boys and 11 girls, all 
between the ages of three and five. Twenty-three of these children had pre-existing diagnoses of 
ED (8 children) or LI (15 children) and were receiving services under IDEA, the Individual with 
Disabilities Education Act. The other 14 children were typically developing peers who made up 
the control group. If children had articulation disorders, cognitive delays, or IQs outside the 
normal range, they were excluded from the study.  All children were pulled from similar 
inclusive classroom settings from the same school in which they worked alongside typically 
developing peers in the state of Wisconsin.  
The control group contained a random selection of 14 of typically developing children 
from the same school, while the remaining 23 children were divided by their disability (ED or 
LI) into groups. Students underwent an average of 35 minutes of individual assessment for the 
research collection of this study.  To assess behavioral competence the researchers used the 
Preschool and Kindergarten Behavior Scale. This assessment includes an index of positive social 
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skills that referred to clinical scales for problem behavior based on developmental norms. The 
social skill index was divided further into three areas: social cooperation, social interaction, and 
social independence. Classroom teachers were also involved with a questionnaire regarding the 
students’ behavior at school. Both expressive (oral communication) and receptive Language 
(comprehension) skills were assessed through the Test of Early Language Development-3 that 
uses developmental norm as the basis for its scoring. This assessment also combines the 
expressive and receptive scores to form an overall spoken language score. 
Researchers used Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) to help develop their 
statistics for the five areas assessed: Social Skills, Problem Behavior, Receptive Language, 
Expressive Language, and Spoken Language Quotient. In the Social Skills category, the control 
group of typically developing peers scored 112.7, while the children with ED scored 86.3, and 
the children with LI scored 96.8. The Problem Behavior area scores demonstrate more behaviors 
with high numbers and fewer with low numbers; the control group scored 102.7, the children 
with ED scored 120.5, and the children with LI scored 105.0. Receptive language scores assessed 
children’ ability to comprehend oral language with higher scores indicating better 
comprehension: The control group scores 104.2, the children with ED scored 92.6, and the 
children with LI scored 86.4. In the Expressive Language section that assessed students’ abilities 
to communicate orally, the control group scored 90.5, the children with ED scored 84.6, and the 
children with LI scored 78.2. Receptive language scores and expressive language scores were 
combined to form the Spoken Language Quotient scores: The control group scored 96.8, the 
children with ED scored 86.3, and the children with LI scored 78.8. Overall, the higher the score 
indicates a better skill set in the area tested, with the exception of the Problem Behavior category 
where the lower the score indicates a lower frequency of problem behaviors.  
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The results from these assessments provided a quantitative comparison of typically 
developing children, children diagnosed with ED, and children diagnosed with LI in the areas of 
social-emotional behavior and oral language. As hypothesized, the control group scored higher in 
each area except the problem behaviors, in which they scored the lowest amount of behaviors. 
These numbers display that children with LI and children with ED scored consistently below 
their typically developing peers in all areas, including the areas outside of their diagnoses, as 
hypothesis 2 stated.  Evidence from these assessments supports hypothesis 3 in that the children 
with LI scored most severely in the assessments of Receptive Language, Expressive Language, 
and the Spoken Language Quotient, while children with ED tested most harshly in the Social 
Skills and the Problem Behaviors.  
Overall, this data numerically displays that children receiving services for ED or for LI 
are performing lower than their typically developing peers in both areas of language and social-
emotional.   These findings are significant for educators because they inform us that there is a co-
occurrence of ED and LI, and to be observant of students diagnosed with either ED or LI, as they 
may be struggling in other areas of language or social-emotional skills.   
Conclusion of Interventions with Students with Disabilities 
Results from these four studies prove that explicit guided instruction and visual stimuli 
benefit preschool/kindergarten age children with disabilities. Drager, et. al (2008) found that 
their strategy of Aided Language Modeling, an adult led intervention with visuals used while the 
children were playing, increased the children’s symbol comprehension and production, as well as 
maintenance of the new vocabulary. Ganz and Flores (2008) also conducted a study with Autistic 
preschool children utilizing visual stimuli during play time, which was chosen because of the 
high level of engagement of the children. The results from their study showed that their strategy 
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of using sentence strips with pictures increased the participants’ language development and 
production during play (Ganz & Flores, 2008). The third study, a meta-analysis of research using 
PECS with preschool/kindergarten age children with Autism Spectrum Disorders, showed that 
although the picture communication system did not increase speech production in the children, it 
did improve their communication (Flippin, Reszka, & Watson, 2010). The last study that 
compared the language and behavior skills of typically developing preschoolers, preschoolers 
diagnosed with language disabilities, and preschoolers diagnosed with emotional disabilities 
established that the children diagnosed with language or emotional disabilities perform lower 
than their typically developing peers in both language and social emotional areas (Rinaldi, 
Rogers-Adkinson, & Arora, 2009). This data is important because it provides evidence for the 
need of adult guided small group intervention with visual/audio-visual stimuli described in 
previous studies for students with disabilities that may not be specific to the subject area of 
language, such as emotionally disabled students.  
Section Four: Multimodal Learning 
This section contains two studies that investigated how learners use multiple senses to 
learn. Multimodal learning is the act of using more than one sense to understand a concept; 
multimodal teaching differentiates the presentation on content to incorporate all of the senses and 
can base their instruction on the preferred learning styles of students. The first study from 
Scofield, Hernandez-Reif, and Keith (2009) studied children ages 2 to 5 in how they use the 
senses of touch, sight, and hearing to learn new words and associate them with objects. The 
second study from Sankey, Birch, and Gardiner (2010) researched the effects of multimodal 
teaching strategies on learning outcomes and attitudes about learning with participants ranging 
from 17 to 60 years of age.  
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Preschool Children’s Multimodal Learning 
This study investigated language acquisition in young preschool-age children and how 
multiple systems are relied upon to learn words. Scofield, Hernandez-Reif, and Keith (2009) 
explained that children use multiple senses when they are first exploring new environments or 
learning new concepts, and thus that they are pre-disposed to multimodal learning styles as they 
enter school settings. Three research questions guided the direction of the two different studies 
performed by Scofield, Hernandez-Reif, and Keith: Do children initially attend to amodal aspects 
of objects when learning a word? Can children coordination information across multiple senses 
to learn a word? And does experience with an object relate to word learning? Two studies were 
developed that involved multimodal learning with the sense of touch, sight, and hearing to test 
for these questions.  
The first study involved 60 children ages 2 to 5 (fifteen of each) who were typically 
developing native English speakers. For this study, the children all performed an activity 
individually with the researcher that involved touching an item that they could not see, then 
being told what the object was by the researcher, and then seeing the item they touched alongside 
two other objects and being asked to indicate the object that they had touched inside the box. The 
results from this study indicated that the majority of participants were able to select the object 
that they had touched and heard the name of when asked, and that the rate of success increased 
as the age of the participants increased. The observational data regarding how the participants 
manipulated the object inside the box showed that the 2 year old participants struggled with 
using their hands to explore the object. Scofield, Hernandez-Reif, and Keith discussed that the 2 
year olds appeared to struggle in matching the object’s properties across multiple sense and that 
this could be a result of their less developed fine motor skills and sensorial awareness. 
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The second study used a different set of 60 children ages 2 to 5 (fifteen of each) and 
changed the methodology slightly. For this study, the researcher placed two objects in front of 
the participant and named one of them. Then both objects were placed inside a box, out of sight, 
and the participant was asked to find the object that the researcher had previously named. The 
results of this study were similar to those of the first study, in that the majority of the participants 
were able to select the correct object and that the older participants had more success than the 
younger participants. Once again, the 2 year olds had the lowest success rate and did not appear 
to connect all of the information gained by various senses. 
Scofield, Hernandez-Reif, and Keith found that children ages 3 to 5 were able to process 
through various modalities, touch, hearing, and sight, in order to learn new words. The 2 year 
olds, however, did not show success and multimodal word learning and were not observed to be 
as adept with their fine motor skills. The findings suggest that the capacity to learn with multiple 
senses begins in 3 year olds and is mastered by age 5.  
Engaging students through multimodal learning environments: The journey continues 
Sankey, Birch, and Gardiner (2010) also studied the effects of multimodal learning, but 
focused their study on older learners. They designed their research study around the changing 
environment of education and differing needs of learners. They stressed that more technology 
was being incorporated in the classrooms and that teachers and educators are faced with a “much 
greater range of information processing styles, cultural backgrounds and styles of learning” 
(Sankey, Birch, & Gardiner, 2010, p. 853). They defined multimodal learning as combining 
various senses as modalities into the teaching design so as to appeal to students’ various learning 
styles and strength. Multimodal learning also strengthens the understanding of concepts because 
it is learned in more than one modality, or context. They also reported that multimodal learning 
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amounts to increased participation and focus because of the variety in presentation. In light of 
these changes with the increased availability of technology and need for differentiated teaching, 
they researched the effectiveness of multimodal learning including multimedia and technology.  
The four research questions for this study were: “Do multiple representations of content 
lead to improved learning outcomes and does this vary across learning styles/modal preferences? 
What types of representations of content (visual/aural/text/kinesthetic elements) lead to improved 
learning outcomes and does this vary across learning styles/modal preferences? Do multiple 
representations of content lead to cognitive overload, thus reducing learning outcomes and does 
this vary across learning styles/modal preferences? What is the optimal combination of 
representations of content for improving learning outcomes and does this vary across learning 
styles/modal preferences?”(Sankey, Birch, & Gardiner, 2010, p. 855). Their primary goal was to 
find the relationship between how content was presented to the students and how that affected 
the learning outcomes.  
The participants were comprised of undergraduate students at a university in Australia. 
Before selecting the final 60 participants ages 17 to 60, all potential participants took a survey 
that measured their interests and learning styles. From this survey the final participants were 
chosen and divided into groups to ensure that each of the six groups had a spread of learning 
styles and preferences. During the experiment all participants took a pretest of the concepts to set 
a baseline, then completed the learning scenarios, and then took a post test and a survey. During 
the learning scenarios, the material was presented in six different ways to test for multimodal 
learning.  
The results from the survey about learning styles showed that the most common learning 
style was multimodal with 35%, then kinesthetic and read/write both at 21.7%, visual at 16.7%, 
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and aural as the least common with 6.7%. Differences among gender preferences were noted as 
well: males preferred multimodal with 52.6% and no visual learners, while females had a more 
even distribution of preferred learning styles with 26.8% multimodal, 24.4% visual, 22% 
kinesthetic, and 19.5% read/write. Once again, aural learning was the least preferred learning 
style in both genders, with only 7.3% for females and 5.3% for males (Sankey, Birch, & 
Gardiner, 2010, p. 856).  
The post test data demonstrated that the majority (93.4%) of students made 
improvements from the pre test to the post test, with an average gain of 41.4%. However, the 
data could not prove that the gains were a result of the multiple representations, or multimodal 
techniques, used in the learning scenarios. However, the qualitative data gained from the post 
survey indicated that the students perceived the multimodal teaching to assist their 
comprehension, understanding and retention of content, and to be more interesting and enjoyable 
to use”(Sankey, Birch, & Gardiner, 2010, p. 861). Therefore, although the results of this study 
did not fully prove that learning outcomes are increased through multimodal teaching, it did 
show that learners benefit from multimodal learning through higher engagement, increased 
retention of content, and a more positive attitude towards learning.  
Conclusion of Multimodal Learning 
 These two studies proved that multimodal learning is evident in young children and 
occurs naturally as they investigate their new surroundings (Scofield, Hernandez-Reif, & Keith, 
2009). This natural tendency to use sight, touch, hearing, smell, and taste to learn can be 
incorporated into classroom settings to promote learning, as shown in the Sankey, Birch, and 
Gardiner (2010) study that investigated the effects of multimodal teaching strategies on learning 
outcomes and attitudes towards learning with older learners. Although these studies involved 
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participants of different ages, they both support the existence of multimodal learning and benefits 
of using it in learning contexts beginning with young children and continuing through learners of 
all ages. 
Chapter Two: Conclusion 
 The twelve studies included in this literature review establish the basis of the 
methodology used in this research study of the Effect of Explicit Adult Guided Instruction in 
Vocabulary Instruction of 3-4 year old Children with Disabilities. The first section contained 
research verifying the success of explicit adult guided instruction to teach vocabulary and 
language development in preschool children. Roskos, Burstein, and Sullivan (2014) found that 
the use of small group adult guided instruction increased their participating students’ vocabulary. 
Benson (2013) used direct small group vocabulary instruction that resulted in improved receptive 
and expressive vocabulary in the kindergarten participants. Nielsen, Friesen, and Fink (2012) 
utilized small groups of language-focused instruction by adults that resulted in improved 
vocabulary and narrative development in their kindergarten participants.  
 The second section discussed the use of visual/audio-visual strategies to improve 
vocabulary acquisition with preschool children or college age students learning a second 
language. All three studies found that visual aids were successful in improving vocabulary 
growth when the students were assessed using the visuals and not only text (Meadan, Stoner, & 
Parette, 2008). Soul’s (2014) audio-visual intervention with preschool children in Delhi resulted 
in increased listening comprehension and vocabulary. Meadan, Stoner, and Parette (2008) 
discovered that using visuals improves students’ learning of vocabulary, but only when the 
students are assessed using the pictures from the intervention. Results from other assessments 
given that did not utilize the visual aids showed that the intervention group students performed 
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lower than the control group, which could be a result of the intervention group students 
becoming too reliant upon the pictures and not learning the actual text of the vocabulary words 
(Meadan, Stoner, & Parette, 2008). Farley, Ramonda, & Liu (2012) also had success in 
increasing vocabulary growth by using a visual stimuli with college age students learning  
second language. The data from these three studies indicates that visual/audio-visual strategies 
help children and young adults learn vocabulary and increase language development, but that 
children can become dependent upon the visual aids.  
 Results from the third section demonstrate the effectiveness of explicit adult guided 
instruction and visual/audio-visual interventions with children with disabilities. The Aided 
Language Modeling strategy used by Drager, et al. (2008) in a small group with children with 
Autism utilized visual aids and was shown to increase the children’s vocabulary and production 
and comprehension of words/pictures. Ganz and Flores (2008) also studied the effects of using 
visual stimuli with children with Autism during small group play time: They created sentence 
strips with pictures for each word and worked with the children to successfully increase speech 
production and language development. Flippin, Reszka, and Watson (2010) analyzed research 
about PECS, a strategy that incorporates the use of pictures and visuals to help people with 
Autism Spectrum Disorders to communicate and learn vocabulary. The data proved that PECS 
improves communication and vocabulary acquisition, therefore supporting the use of visual 
stimuli to increase vocabulary acquisition in children with disabilities. The final study from 
Rinaldi, Rogers-Adkinson, and Arora (2009) explains how children with language disabilities 
also struggle behaviorally and children with emotional disabilities also perform lower in 
language scores when compared to typically developing peers. This information is important 
because it confirms the need for vocabulary and language interventions with children who do not 
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have a disability directed linked to language. Overall, the data and results from these studies 
validates the methodology and strategies of explicit adult guided instruction and visual/audio-
visual aids chosen for this research with preschool children with various disabilities.  
 The fourth section contained two studies that investigated multimodal learning. Scofield, 
Hernandez-Reif, and Keith (2009) studied the innate tendency for young children ages 2 to 5 to 
use multiple senses (sight, hearing, and touch) to explore their environment and found that 
children ages 3 to 5 were able to use this multimodal learning technique to learn new words. 
Sankey, Birch, and Gardiner (2010) applied the multimodal learning concept to older learners 
ages 17 to 60 and found that while multimodal teaching strategies could not be proven to be the 
sole cause for increases in the scores from the Pre-Test to Post-Test, the participants developed 
higher levels of confidence, interest, and engagement with multimodal learning and expressed 
that they felt they learned more and would remember more from these teaching sessions.   
 Chapter Three will describe the participants chosen for this study and the setting in which 
the interventions were given. The methodology and data collection will also be discussed and 
explained.  




PROCEDURES FOR THE STUDY 
Introduction 
This section contains three sections: a description of the sample population, the 
procedures for the intervention, and the process of data collection.  In the first section I will 
describe the seven participants chosen for the research study, including their ages and 
disabilities. In the following section I will describe the procedures of the intervention including 
vocabulary words chosen and the interventions for each day of the week.  
Population 
I selected the seven participants for this study from my early childhood special education 
class. These children ranged from ages 3and 5 months to 4 and seven months with a mean age of 
4 and 2 months. All of the children were Spanish dominant and were instructed in Spanish 
throughout the research study. The participants’ disabilities range from Significant 
Developmental Delay to Other Health Impairments including Congenital Heart Failure to 
Autism, and all of the students had Speech and Language Delays.  
Participant 1was a 4 year 2 month old girl with Significant Developmental Delay and 
Speech and Language Delays. She attempted to speak but her speech was unintelligible and her 
attention span was extremely short, thus affecting her participation in classroom activities. 
Participant 2 was a 3 year 5 month old boy with Significant Developmental Delay and Speech 
and Language Delay. He was able to imitate some sounds and words on an inconsistent basis and 
could not produce spontaneous speech.  He unexpectedly left the study during the third week. 
Participant 3 was a 3 year 8 month old boy with Other Health Impairment due to Congenital 
Heart Defects and Speech and Language Delays. His speech was inconsistent and unpredictable 
Participant 4 was a 3 year 11 month old girl with Significant Developmental Delays, Speech and 
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Language Delays, and she was also being tested for Autism. Her speech was very automatic: she 
imitated words spoken around her and needed multiple repetitions to use spontaneous speech. 
Participant 5 was a 4 year 3 month old boy with Significant Developmental Delays, Speech and 
Language Delays, received Occupational Therapy services, and was being tested for Autism.  
His speech was inconsistent and limited to 1 to 2 word utterances, often requiring a verbal model 
to imitate. His behavior was unpredictable and had the potential to be volatile and aggressive; his 
attention span was also very short and affected his participation in classroom activities. 
Participant 6 was a 3 year 9 month old boy with Significant Developmental Delay and Speech 
and Language Delays. His speech was inconsistent, at times requiring repetition and prompting, 
and was affected by stuttering. Participant 7 was a 4 year 5 month old boy with Significant 
Developmental Delay, Speech and Language Delays, a medical Diagnosis of Autism, and 
received Occupational Therapy. The majority of his speech was unintelligible. 
These seven participants formed the participant pool of a four week research study about 
vocabulary acquisition in 3-4 year old children with disabilities. I will explain the setting of this 
study in the next section. 
Setting 
These students were part of a K01 Early Childhood Special Education unit: a classroom 
that acted as a homeroom for half day K3 students and pulled K4 and K5 students out of regular 
education settings to deliver specialized instruction in academics and social/motor/self-help 
skills. The seven participants in this study spent three hours in the K01 Early Childhood Special 
Education  classroom with a bilingual Special Education teacher, a bilingual paraprofessional, 
and a monolingual Handicapped Child Assistant. The instruction took part throughout their 
school day: during circle time the two words of the week were discussed and previous words 
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reviewed. The interventions of read alouds on Mondays took place during reading time at the end 
of the morning, the videos on Tuesdays and Fridays were shown during technology time before 
dismissal, the verbs were acted out after circle time during a movement break on Wednesdays, 
and the coloring pages were completed during work station time on Thursdays. The interventions 
were intentionally incorporated into the daily routine so as not to disrupt the normal sequence of 
activities and expectations for the students who struggled with transitions and unexpected 
changes. This structure also allowed for the vocabulary to be discussed throughout the day in a 
variety of contexts. The intervention was delivered to the students together as one group of seven 
throughout the week for the read aloud on Mondays, the video on the computer on Tuesdays, the 
movement practice on Wednesdays, the coloring pages on Thursdays (the students sat at their 
seats and worked), and for the video on the computer on Fridays. The informal weekly Friday 
tests, pre-test, and post-test were delivered individually.   
 The following section in this chapter will explain the procedures utilized during the 
study.  
Procedures 
The purpose of this study is to research the effects of using explicit adult guided 
instruction when teaching vocabulary to 3-4 year old children with disabilities. The participants 
described above took part in a four week study. This research study was divided into four weeks, 
with each week covering two new vocabulary words: one noun (an animal) and one verb relating 
to how that animal moved. Week one focused on the words kangaroo (canguro) and jump 
(saltar). Week two built upon those two words with snake (serpiente) and slither (deslizarse). 
Week three introduced cheetah (chita) and run (correr), followed by week four’s eagle (águila) 
and fly (volar).  
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Each week followed the same procedure of instructional delivery with the focus of 
explicit adult guided instruction remaining consistent, as supported by Gambrell and Mazzoni 
(1999) who found that children must interact in the reading process in a variety of settings 
through information provided by the teacher to have the greatest benefit. Each intervention 
session occurred during the participants’ normal school hours and lasted for approximately 7 
minutes each day. Throughout the rest of the school day the participants were exposed to the 
vocabulary in various setting outside of the short intervention. Movement breaks using a cube 
with the pictures of the animals were incorporated daily to help review and deepen the 
understanding of the vocabulary. In addition, participants in the study were encouraged to read 
the books about the animals we had introduced during their reading time, and their coloring 
sheets were hung up for display in the classroom. The teacher made sure to integrate the 
vocabulary during the entire school day to immerse the children in it. 
 Each Monday the researcher introduced the week’s new words through a nonfiction 
book related to the animal. This intervention occurred during the normal read aloud time in the 
schedule after work stations. Nonfiction books were chosen for their real life pictures that 
accurately depicted the animals, how they moved, what they ate, and where they lived.  
Appendix A contains information about the books chosen. The researcher began reading the 
book by drawing attention to the picture on the cover and introducing the new animal of the 
week and how it moves. While introducing the new vocabulary she used the flashcard with the 
animal and the flashcard with the verb. On each page she repeats the vocabulary words and asks 
the participants to answer the questions “What animal is this?” and “How does it move?” to 
engage the participants and allow repetition of the new vocabulary, placing the flashcards 
alongside the photos in the book. The purpose of this was to familiarize the students with the 
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flashcards and help build the connection between the new vocabulary and photos in the book and 
the pictures on the flashcards. Participants were asked to look at the pictures and identify the 
animals verbally or to point to the animal if the participant’s disabilities did not allow him/her to 
respond verbally. As the researcher read the book, she compared and contrasted the animal to 
other animals they had learned about and how the differences in body structure affected how it 
moved. Each student would be asked a question about what animal was in the book and how it 
moved two times during the read aloud to maintain participation and engagement. At the end of 
the book the researcher returned to the cover of the book and asked each student to identify the 
animal on the cover verbally (or repeat after her if they needed support) or she asked the 
nonverbal children to point to the animal. She also reviewed how the animal moved by asking 
the verbal children to say (or repeat the verb if extra support needed) and for the nonverbal 
participants the researcher utilized the flashcards and asked them to point to the card that 
represented how the animal moved then repeated the word aloud to develop the child’s receptive 
vocabulary.  
 The Tuesday sessions all incorporated real world videos about the animal that showed 
how it moved and provided a real life example of the noun and verb. This intervention occurred 
during technology time before dismissal. These informative videos were chosen to build upon 
the informative texts read the day prior and to provide live action examples of the animal in 
movement. See Appendix B for information about the videos chosen. This intervention began 
with a review of the book read the previous day: The researcher showed the participants the book 
and placed the two flashcards alongside the cover picture and repeated the vocabulary words by 
saying what the animal was and how it moved. She then transitioned into the video by telling the 
participants they would be watching a video about the same animal they read about in the book 
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and would be able to see the animal move. Throughout the intervention the researcher paused the 
video and asked the participants to identify the animal verbally by saying the word or repeating it 
after her, or by responding nonverbally by pointing to the flashcard with either the noun or verb 
to indicate their response as to what animal it was or how it moved. Similar to the read aloud, the 
researcher asked each participant at least one time to respond to a question such as “What animal 
is this?” or “How does this animal move?” during the intervention to increase engagement and 
participation. The flashcards were visible to the participants throughout the video and the 
researcher held them in her hands when asking questions. 
Each Wednesday the participants acted out the verb of the week. This intervention 
occurred after circle time during the movement break. The flashcards with the pictures of the 
animals and verbs were used, as well as a movement dice: the movement dice was made out of a 
square box with pictures of the nouns (animals) taped on the sides. A designated participant 
tossed the movement dice and all of the participants performed the verb that corresponded with 
the noun on the side of the cube that faced upwards. The researcher gave a verbal instruction to 
move like the specific animal using the two vocabulary words of the verb and the noun. By 
following the direction of moving like a specific animal, the students must use their knowledge 
of the vocabulary word to access its corresponding verb that relates to how the animal moves. 
This requires them to practice making these mental connections that are difficult due to their 
disabilities. Developing this skill requires repetition and practice. After they have connected to 
the verb they must use their imagination and creativity, high cognitive skills, to translate the verb 
onto their own bodies and develop a way to act out the verb. In this way they are practicing and 
displaying their understanding of the vocabulary in a nonverbal and whole body manner that 
practices important literacy skills of making connections between words. The flashcards were 
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held by the researcher while she gave the directions to the participants to continue to familiarize 
the children with the pictures on the flashcards and what they represent.    
The Thursday sessions incorporated fine motor and writing skills by coloring a picture of 
the animal performing the verb. This intervention occurred during work station time in the daily 
schedule and each participant worked at his or her table seat. Appendix C contains examples of 
the coloring pages used. Similar to the other interventions, the researcher began this activity by 
reviewing the previous days’ interventions while holding up the two flashcards. The participants 
were asked as a group to answer “What animal is this?” and “How does this animal move?” 
They were then instructed to color the picture and try to stay within the lines to integrate fine 
motor development into the intervention. While the participants colored, the researcher walked 
through the classroom and asked each child individually to describe his/her picture using the 
vocabulary words. For participants with the verbal capacity the expectation was for them to tell 
the researcher that their picture was a “flying eagle” or an “eagle that is flying” or some 
combination of the two verbs to describe their picture. For nonverbal participants the researcher 
used the flashcards and asked the students to indicate what animal was in their picture and how it 
moved. At the end of the intervention the researcher repeated the questions of what animal was 
in the picture and how it moved and then took the children’s pictures and hung them up in the 
classroom. 
Fridays integrated more audio visual with videos of the animals performing the verb with 
an accompanying song. Like the Tuesday videos, this intervention took place during technology 
time at the end of the morning before dismissal. Appendix D has information about the videos 
chosen. Friday videos began with review of the two vocabulary words of the week and how the 
participants had worked with the words in the previous four interventions. The researcher used 
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the two flashcards as she repeated what the animal was and the verb that described how the 
animal moved. Throughout the video the researcher stopped to ask the student to identify what 
the animal was and how it moved using the same structure as the other interventions for the 
verbal participants and the nonverbal participants. Verbal students would say the word for the 
animal and the word for how it moved separately or combined into one phrase if they could, and 
nonverbal children would use the flashcards to indicate their response. The study conducted by 
Stoner, Beck, Dennis, and Parette, Jr. (2011) supported the use of these audio visual 
interventions by proving that the use of animation in vocabulary instruction increased serial free 
recall and picture naming in 3-4 year old at risk children. The next section will describe in depth 
the procedures used during this four week intervention for collecting data.  
Data Collection 
Data was collected throughout the study to assess the students’ acquisition of the 
vocabulary and participation. (Appendix E contains the pretest and Appendix F has the posttest 
data collecting sheet). I made eight flashcards of the target vocabulary words that combined the 
written word with a picture that were used in the pre-test, post-test, and weekly Friday tests, as 
well as throughout the week during interventions to familiarize the students with the pictures 
(Appendix G). I used a pre-test and post-test at the beginning and end of the four week 
intervention. This assessment measured the child’s receptive and expressive vocabulary by 
asking the child to point to a specific word/picture and also say the word for the written 
word/picture if their disabilities allowed for verbal responses. For the verbal responses the 
researcher asked the participants to say the word represented by a specific flashcard, and for the 
nonverbal responses the researcher asked the participants to indicate the flashcard of a specific 
word that the researcher said. Each response, verbal and nonverbal, was done twice for each 
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word to lessen the likelihood of guessing. The pre-test and the post-test assessed each of the 
eight vocabulary words. The data sheet provided a space for verbal response and for nonverbal 
response; if the participant indicated the correct card a ✓was written on the line and if the 
student did not indicate the correct card an X was written, for verbal responses I wrote a ✓if the 
student identified the noun/verb accurately, an X if he/she said the incorrect word, or a -- if the 
student’s disabilities did not allow for a verbal response. I conducted all assessments, as well as 
all interventions, in Spanish.  
I collected data every Friday during the four week intervention to measure acquisition of 
the week’s two target words (noun+verb) and retention of the prior weeks’ words. I used the 
flashcards described above with the pictures and written vocabulary word to assess the students 
by verbally asking them to identify a specific vocabulary word by pointing to a card to assess 
nonverbal or receptive language, or by saying the word to assess their expressive language. This 
assessment measured the child’s receptive and expressive vocabulary by asking the child to 
point to a specific word/picture and say the word for the written word/picture. The same 
symbols were used to note the accuracy of the students’ responses and a dash to represent the 
inability to respond verbally in the space provided on the test form. This informal assessment 
differed from the pre-test and post-test because it only assessed vocabulary words that had been 
taught: Each week the assessments covered the new vocabulary words and the words from 
previous weeks, therefore including more words each week. The first Friday informal 
assessment of the intervention contained only two words: the noun and the verb introduced that 
week. The second Friday informal assessment covered four vocabulary words: the two from the 
previous week and two from the second week. The third Friday informal assessment included 
six vocabulary words: two from the first week, two from the second week, and the two from the 
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the third week. The fourth Friday was the last Friday of the intervention, and instead of an 
informal assessment the post-test was given. The post-test was the same as the pre-test and 
contained all eight vocabulary words, thus building off of the third Friday informal assessment 
that had six words by adding on the last two vocabulary words from the fourth week. Appendix 
H-J contain the weekly data collecting sheets for Week 1-4. I conducted all interventions and 
assessments in the participants’ dominant language of Spanish.  
I tracked the participants’ participation through a daily data tracker (Appendix K). This 
data illustrated the children’s participation in the intervention with the following symbols: A to 
note if the participant was absent, X if the participant did not achieve at least 80% participation 
in the intervention, or a ✓if the participant had 80% or higher participation. Participation was 
gauged by the number of minutes a participant was engaged in the activity. If a participant was 
not actively engaged (distracted, refusing to participate, in another part of the classroom) for 
more than 84 seconds or approximately a minute and a half of the seven minute intervention, 
he/she was given an X for participation that day. Likewise, participation for about five and a 
half minutes or more earned a ✓ that student that day.  An absent student was marked with an 
A and missed the intervention that day.  
Conclusion 
 This chapter described the seven 3-4 year old participants involved in this study and their 
individual disabilities. The procedures used for the seven minute interventions for each day of 
the four weeks were discussed in their content and when and where they occurred.  Research 
from Gambrell and Mazzoni (1999) supported the use of explicit adult guided instruction during 
interventions, as well as research from Stoner, Beck, Dennis, and Parette, Jr. (2011) that proved 
the value of incorporating audio visuals into vocabulary instruction with 3-4 year olds. The final 
GUIDED VOCABULARY INSTRUCTION FOR CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES  55 
 
 
section explained how the researcher collected data throughout the study with a pre-test, weekly 
informal assessments, a post test, and a participation tracker.  
 In the following chapter I will discuss the results from this research study, specifically in 
the results from the pre-tests, post-tests, and weekly assessments of vocabulary. Graphs and 
tables will be used to display the data and note any growths, reductions, or other patterns with 
the data.   
  






 This chapter contains the results of the four week study of explicit adult guided 
interventions in vocabulary acquisition with preschoolers with disabilities. The data will be 
presented in seven sections: Pre-Test results, Week 1 Informal Test results, Week 2 Informal 
Test results, Week 3 Informal Test results, Post-Test results, Growth from Pre-Test to Post-Test, 
and the Participation data. All participants were given a number to ensure anonymity and their 
results will be aligned to their individual number throughout the chapter in the presentations of 
the data. Participant 2 left unexpectedly halfway through the third week of the intervention; 
therefore, there is not data for this participant for all assessments. Data charts and graphs will be 
dispersed throughout the chapter in the corresponding sections.    
Data 
Pre-Test Overview 
 The researcher gave the Pre-Test to all participants individually to set a benchmark of the 
participants’ receptive and expressive knowledge of the eight vocabulary words. The eight 
vocabulary words were comprised of four animal nouns and four verbs that corresponded to how 
the animals moved. All instruction and assessments were given in Spanish, which was the 
participants’ native language. All participants were asked to nonverbally indicate each of the 
eight words by pointing to a flashcard with the picture of the word twice, thus creating a total of 
16 opportunities for the nonverbal/receptive total. The researcher asked the participants to point 
to the picture of a specific word using the phrases: “Where is the __?” or “Point to the __.” 
Likewise, each participant was asked to verbally identify each of the eight words twice, thus 
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creating a total of 16 points possible for the expressive total. The researcher prompted the 
participants by pointing or holding up a card and asking: “What is this?” The following Table 4.1 
shows the total nonverbal and verbal results for each of the seven participants for the Pre-Test.  
Table 4.1 
Pre-Test Results for All Participants 
Participant Number Total Nonverbal (Receptive) 
/16 
Total Verbal (Expressive) 
/16 
1 8 - 
2 3 - 
3 3 - 
4 12 9 
5 9 8 
6 13 8 
7 14 - 
 Participant 1 answered 8/16 nonverbal prompts correctly and was not able to produce an 
intelligible verbal response. Participant 2 answered 3/16 nonverbal prompts correctly and was 
not able to produce an intelligible verbal response. Participant 3 answered 3/16 nonverbal 
prompts correctly and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response. Participant 4 
answered 12/16 nonverbal prompts correctly and 9/16 verbal prompts correctly. Participant 5 
answered 9/16 nonverbal prompts correctly and 8/16 verbal prompts correctly. Participant 6 
answered 13/16 nonverbal prompts correctly and 8/16 verbal prompts correctly. Participant 7 
answered 14 nonverbal prompts correctly and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal 
response. This data demonstrated that each of the participants had a distinct baseline for the 
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vocabulary acquisition, but none of them achieved 100% nonverbally or verbally, which further 
proved the participants’ deficits in vocabulary and the need for the intervention in vocabulary.  
Tables 4.2-4.9 break down the Pre-Test by word and represent the participants’ responses 
for each of the two verbal and nonverbal attempts. Participants are once again listed by their 
numbers and the following symbols are used to illustrate the results: ✓indicates a correct 
response, X indicates an incorrect response, and – indicates that the participant was unable to 
produce an intelligible verbal response. 
 
Table 4.2 

















1 ✓ X 1 - - - 
2 X X 0 - - - 
3 X ✓ 1 - - - 
4 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
5 X ✓ 1 X ✓ 1 
6 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
7 ✓ ✓ 2 - - - 
Total ✓ 4 5 9 2 3 5 
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Table 4.2 contains the results of vocabulary word “kangaroo” from the Pre-Test. 
Participant 1 correctly indicated the kangaroo nonverbally once on the first attempt and was not 
able to produce an intelligible verbal response in either of the two attempts. Participant 2 was not 
able to nonverbally indicate the kangaroo in either of the two attempts nor produce an intelligible 
verbal response. Participant 3 correctly indicated the kangaroo nonverbally once on the second 
attempt and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response. Participant 4 correctly 
identified the kangaroo nonverbally and verbally on both attempts. Participant 5 correctly 
indicated the kangaroo nonverbally once on the second attempt and responded verbally once on 
the second attempt. Participant 6 correctly identified the kangaroo nonverbally and verbally on 
both attempts. Participant 7 correctly identified kangaroo nonverbally on both attempts and was 
not able to produce an intelligible verbal response. The results from all participants were four 
correct nonverbal responses on the first attempt and five correct nonverbal responses on the 
second attempt, with a total of nine correct nonverbal responses for kangaroo. The verbal 
responses were lower than the nonverbal responses, with two correct on the first attempt and 
three on the second attempt to amount to a total of five correct verbal responses for kangaroo. 
Table 4.3 contains the results of vocabulary word “hop” from the Pre-Test. Participant 1 
correctly indicated the word hop nonverbally on both attempts and was not able to produce an 
intelligible verbal response in either of the two attempts. Participant 2 was not able to 
nonverbally indicate the word hop in either of the two attempts nor produce an intelligible verbal 
response. Participant 3 was not able to correctly identify the word hop in either attempt and was 
not able to produce an intelligible verbal response. Participant 4 correctly identified the word hop 
nonverbally and verbally in the first out of the two attempts. Participant 5 was not able to 
nonverbally indicate the word hop in either of the two attempts nor provide a correct verbal 
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response. Participant 6 correctly identified the word hop nonverbally in both attempts but was 
not able to produce a correct verbal response. Participant 7 correctly identified kangaroo 
nonverbally on both attempts and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response. The 
results from all participants were four correct nonverbal responses on the first attempt and three 
correct nonverbal responses on the second attempt, with a total of seven correct nonverbal 
responses for the word hop. The verbal responses were lower than the nonverbal responses, with 
one correct on the first attempt and zero on the second attempt to amount to a total of one correct 
verbal response for the word hop. 
 
Table 4.3 

















1 ✓ ✓ 2 - - - 
2 X X 0 - - - 
3 X X 0 - - - 
4 ✓ X 1 ✓ X 1 
5 X X 0 X X 0 
6 ✓ ✓ 2 X X 0 
7 ✓ ✓ 2 - - - 
Total ✓ 4 3 7 1 0 1 



















1 ✓ X 1 - - - 
2 ✓ X 1 - - - 
3 X X 0 - - - 
4 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
5 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
6 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
7 ✓ ✓ 2 - - - 
Total ✓ 6 4 10 3 3 6 
  
Table 4.4 contains the results of vocabulary word “snake” from the Pre-Test. Participant 
1 correctly indicated the snake nonverbally once on the first attempt and was not able to produce 
an intelligible verbal response in either of the two attempts. Participant 2 correctly indicated the 
snake nonverbally once on the first attempt and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal 
response. Participant 3 did not identify the snake nonverbally in either attempt and was not able 
to produce an intelligible verbal response. Participant 4 correctly identified the snake 
nonverbally and verbally on both attempts. Participant 5 correctly indicated the snake 
nonverbally and verbally on both attempts. Participant 6 correctly identified the snake 
nonverbally and verbally on both attempts. Participant 7 correctly identified the snake 
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nonverbally on both attempts and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response. The 
results from all participants were six correct nonverbal responses on the first attempt and four 
correct nonverbal responses on the second attempt, with a total of ten correct nonverbal 
responses for snake. The verbal responses were lower than the nonverbal responses, with three 
correct on the first attempt and three on the second attempt to amount to a total of six correct 
verbal responses for snake. 
Table 4.5 















1 X X 0 - - - 
2 X X 0 - - - 
3 X X 0 - - - 
4 X X 0 X X 0 
5 X ✓ 1 X X 0 
6 ✓ X 1 X X 0 
7 ✓ X 1 - - - 
Total ✓ 2 1 3 0 0 0 
 
Table 4.5 contains the results of vocabulary word “slither” from the Pre-Test. Participant 
1 was not able to nonverbally indicate the word slither in either of the two attempts nor produce 
an intelligible verbal response. Participant 2 was not able to nonverbally indicate the word slither 
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in either of the two attempts nor produce an intelligible verbal response. Participant 3 was not 
able to nonverbally indicate the word slither in either of the two attempts nor produce an 
intelligible verbal response.  Participant 4 did not correctly identify the word slither nonverbally 
nor verbally in both attempts. Participant 5 correctly indicated the word slither nonverbally once 
on the second attempt and did not produce a correct verbal response in either. Participant 6 
correctly identified the word slither nonverbally on the first attempt and was not able to produce 
a correct verbal response. Participant 7 correctly identified kangaroo nonverbally on the first 
attempt and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response. The results from all 
participants were two correct nonverbal responses on the first attempt and once correct nonverbal 
responses on the second attempt, with a total of three correct nonverbal responses for the word 
slither. The verbal responses were lower than the nonverbal responses, with zero correct on the 
first attempt and zero on the second attempt to amount to a total of zero correct verbal responses 
for the word slither. 
Table 4.6 contains the results of vocabulary word “cheetah” from the Pre-Test. 
Participant 1 correctly indicated the cheetah nonverbally once on the first attempt and was not 
able to produce an intelligible verbal response in either of the two attempts. Participant 2 
correctly indicated the cheetah nonverbally once on the first attempt and was not able to produce 
an intelligible verbal response. Participant 3 correctly indicated the cheetah nonverbally in the 
first attempt and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response. Participant 4 correctly 
identified the cheetah nonverbally once on the second attempt and did not correctly identify the 
cheetah verbally in either attempt. Participant 5 correctly indicated the cheetah nonverbally once 
in the first attempt and correctly responded verbally once in the first attempt. Participant 6 
correctly identified the cheetah nonverbally once in the first attempt and did not correctly 
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identify the cheetah verbally in either attempt. Participant 7 correctly identified the cheetah 
nonverbally on both attempts and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response. The 
results from all participants were six correct nonverbal responses on the first attempt and two 
correct nonverbal responses on the second attempt, with a total of eight correct nonverbal 
responses for cheetah. The verbal responses were lower than the nonverbal responses, with one 
correct on the first attempt and zero on the second attempt to amount to a total of one correct 
verbal response for cheetah. 
Table 4.6 















1 ✓ X 1 - - - 
2 ✓ X 1 - - - 
3 ✓ X 1 - - - 
4 X ✓ 1 X X 0 
5 ✓ X 1 ✓ X 1 
6 ✓ X 1 X X 0 
7 ✓ ✓ 2 - - - 
Total ✓ 6 2 8 1 0 1 
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Table 4.7 contains the results of vocabulary word “run” from the Pre-Test. Participant 1 
correctly indicated the worse run nonverbally once on the first attempt and was not able to 
produce an intelligible verbal response in either of the two attempts. Participant 2 correctly 
indicated the word run nonverbally once on the first attempt and was not able to produce an 
intelligible verbal response. Participant 3 correctly indicated the word run nonverbally in the first 
attempt and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response. Participant 4 correctly 
identified the word run nonverbally once in the second attempt and did not give a correct verbal 
response in either attempt. Participant 5 correctly indicated the word run nonverbally once in the 
first attempt and verbally once in the first attempt. Participant 6 correctly identified the word run 
nonverbally once in the first attempt and did not give a correct verbal response in either attempt. 
Participant 7 correctly identified the word run nonverbally on both attempts and was not able to 
produce an intelligible verbal response. The results from all participants were six correct 
nonverbal responses on the first attempt and two correct nonverbal responses on the second 
attempt, with a total of eight correct nonverbal responses for the word run. The verbal responses 
were lower than the nonverbal responses, with one correct on the first attempt and zero on the 
second attempt to amount to a total of one correct verbal response for the word run.  
Table 4.8 contains the results of vocabulary word “eagle” from the Pre-Test. Participant 1 
correctly indicated the eagle nonverbally once on the first attempt and was not able to produce an 
intelligible verbal response in either of the two attempts. Participant 2 did not correctly indicate 
the eagle nonverbally in either attempt and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal 
response. Participant 3 correctly indicated the eagle nonverbally in the first attempt and was not 
able to produce an intelligible verbal response. Participant 4 correctly identified the eagle 
nonverbally in both attempts and did not provide a correct verbal response in either attempt. 
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Participant 5 did not correctly indicate the eagle nonverbally in either attempt and did not 
provide a correct verbal response in either attempt. Participant 6 correctly identified the eagle 
nonverbally in the first attempt and did not provide a correct verbal response in either attempt. 
Participant 7 correctly identified the eagle nonverbally once in the first attempt and was not able 
to produce an intelligible verbal response. The results from all participants were five correct 
nonverbal responses on the first attempt and one correct nonverbal response on the second 
attempt, with a total of six correct nonverbal responses for eagle. The verbal responses were 
lower than the nonverbal responses, with zero correct on the first attempt and zero on the second 
attempt to amount to a total of zero correct verbal responses for eagle. 
Table 4.7 















1 ✓ X 1 - - - 
2 ✓ X 1 - - - 
3 ✓ X 1 - - - 
4 X ✓ 1 X X 0 
5 ✓ X 1 ✓ X 1 
6 ✓ X 1 X X 0 
7 ✓ ✓ 2 - - - 
Total ✓ 6 2 8 1 0 1 



















1 ✓ X 1 - - - 
2 X X 0 - - - 
3 ✓ X 1 - - - 
4 ✓ ✓ 2 X X 0 
5 X X 0 X X 0 
6 ✓ X 1 X X 0 
7 ✓ X 1 - - - 
Total ✓ 5 1 6 0 0 0 
 
Table 4.9 contains the results of vocabulary word “fly” from the Pre-Test. Participant 1 
did not correctly indicate the word fly nonverbally in either attempt and was not able to produce 
an intelligible verbal response in either of the two attempts. Participant 2 did not correctly 
indicate the word fly nonverbally in either attempt and was not able to produce an intelligible 
verbal response. Participant 3 did not identify the word fly nonverbally in either attempt and was 
not able to produce an intelligible verbal response. Participant 4 correctly identified the word fly 
nonverbally and verbally on both attempts. Participant 5 correctly indicated the word fly 
nonverbally and verbally on both attempts. Participant 6 correctly identified the word fly 
nonverbally and verbally on both attempts. Participant 7 correctly identified the word fly 
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nonverbally on both attempts and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response. The 
results from all participants were four correct nonverbal responses on the first attempt and four 
correct nonverbal responses on the second attempt, with a total of eight correct nonverbal 
responses for the word fly. The verbal responses were lower than the nonverbal responses, with 
three correct on the first attempt and three on the second attempt to amount to a total of six 
correct verbal responses for the word fly. 
Table 4.9 















1 X X 0 - - - 
2 X X 0 - - - 
3 X X 0 - - - 
4 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
5 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
6 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
7 ✓ ✓ 2 - - - 
Total ✓ 4 4 8 3 3 6 
This data from the Pre-Test in Tables 4.1-4.9 shows that the participants had the most 
prior knowledge with the vocabulary word snake with 10 correct nonverbal responses and six 
correct verbal responses and the least familiarity with the word slither with only three correct 
nonverbal responses and zero correct verbal responses.  
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Week 1 Informal Assessment 
The researcher gave an informal assessment at the end of the first, second, and third 
weeks during the four week intervention. Only the vocabulary words that had been explicitly 
taught by the researcher were assessed: For example, on the Friday of the first week only two 
words were assessed. This informal assessment utilized a similar format the Pre-Test by using 
the flashcards and nonverbal prompts of “Show me the __” or “Where is the __?” and the verbal 
prompts of “What is this?” Each participant was assessed individually and given two attempts to 
indicate the word nonverbally and two attempts to identify the word verbally. The results from 
the first week’s informal assessment of the two vocabulary words “kangaroo” and “hop” are 
displayed in the chart below. There are two categories for each word: nonverbal and verbal. The 
number represents how many correct responses the participant gave out of the two attempts.  
















1 2 - 1 - 
2 2 2 2 2 
3 2 2 1 1 
4 2 2 2 2 
5 2 2 1 0 
6 2 2 2 2 
7 2 - 2 - 
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 Table 4.10 shows that Participant 1 nonverbally indicated the kangaroo accurately in both 
attempts and did not provide an intelligible verbal response. This participant identified the word 
hop nonverbally once out of the two attempts and was not able to provide an intelligible verbal 
response. Participant 2 nonverbally indicated the kangaroo accurately in both attempts and 
provided two accurate verbal responses. This participant identified the word hop correctly in 
both nonverbal attempts and gave two correct verbal responses.  Participant 3 nonverbally 
identified the kangaroo correctly in both attempts and gave two correct verbal responses. This 
participant identified the word hop accurately in one of the two nonverbal attempts and in one of 
the two verbal attempts. Participant 4 nonverbally indicated the kangaroo accurately in both 
attempts and provided two accurate verbal responses. This participant identified the word hop 
correctly in both nonverbal attempts and gave two correct verbal responses. Participant 5 gave 
two correct nonverbal responses and two correct verbal responses for the word kangaroo. This 
participant answered one of the two nonverbal attempts to identify the word hop correctly and 
did not produce an accurate verbal response. Participant 6 nonverbally indicated the kangaroo 
accurately in both attempts and provided two accurate verbal responses. This participant 
identified the word hop correctly in both nonverbal attempts and gave two correct verbal 
responses. Participant 7 identified both the kangaroo and the word hop correctly in all nonverbal 
attempts and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response.  
 This information demonstrated that all participants made gains in the nonverbal and 
verbal recognition of the vocabulary words “kangaroo” and “hop.”     
Week 2 Informal Assessment 
 The researcher gave another informal assessment on the Friday of the second week of 
interventions. This informal assessment built upon the first week by adding the two additional 
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vocabulary words that had been explicitly taught, thus increasing the total words tested from two 
to four. The results from the second week’s informal assessment of the four vocabulary words 
“kangaroo,” “hop,” “snake,” and “slither” are displayed in the chart below. There are two 
categories for each word: nonverbal and verbal. The number represents how many correct 
responses the participant gave out of the two attempts.   
Table 4.11 





























1 1 - 1 - 0 - 1 - 
2 2 - 2 - 2 - 1 - 
3 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 - 
4 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
5 2 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 
6 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 
7 2 - 2 - 2 - 0 - 
  
 Table 4.11 shows that Participant 1 decreased from the first week’s informal assessment 
in accurate verbal responses to kangaroo from two to one and was not able to produce an 
intelligible verbal response. The nonverbal identification of the word hop remained constant 
from the first week at one correct response and no verbal responses. This participant did not 
identify snake correctly in either nonverbal attempt and did not produce a verbal response. 
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Slither was identified correctly in one of the two nonverbal attempts and the participant did not 
provide any verbal response. 
 Participant 2 remained constant in the nonverbal recognition of kangaroo and the word 
hop with correct responses in all attempts but was not able to produce an intelligible response to 
the verbal prompt. This participant correctly identified snake in both nonverbal attempts but did 
not give any intelligible verbal responses; slither was correctly identified nonverbally once out of 
the two attempts and was not verbally identified. 
 Participant 3 decreased in nonverbal recognition of kangaroo from Week 1 from two 
correct nonverbal responses to one and did not produce any intelligible verbal responses. The 
nonverbal responses remained constant for the word hop with one correct out of two attempts 
and no verbal responses. Snake and slither were both identified nonverbally in one out of two 
attempts and no verbal responses were given. 
 Participant 4 remained constant on the nonverbal and verbal responses for kangaroo and 
hop with correct responses in all attempts. This participant gave correct nonverbal and verbal 
responses in all attempts for the new words snake and slither as well.  
 Participant 5 remained constant on the nonverbal recognition of kangaroo and hop with 
two correct nonverbal responses for each, but did not produce any intelligible responses for 
either word. This participant correctly identified the snake in both nonverbal attempts and did not 
produce a verbal response Slither was not correctly identified verbally or nonverbally in any 
attempt.  
 Participant 6 remained constant on the nonverbal and verbal recognition of kangaroo and 
hop with correct responses in all attempts. This participant also gave correct nonverbal and 
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verbal responses for the word snake; slither was identified correctly in both nonverbal attempts 
but no verbal responses were given.  
 Participant 7 remained constant with the first week’s results by correctly identifying 
kangaroo and hop in all nonverbal attempts. This participant identified snake correctly in both 
nonverbal attempts but did not correctly identify the word slither in either nonverbal attempt. No 
intelligible verbal responses were provided by this participant.  
 Results from this assessment show that only two participants decreased in their nonverbal 
and verbal recognition of the previous week’s words (kangaroo and hop). The data also 
illustrates that only one participant was able to correctly identify the word slither verbally. 
Week 3 Informal Assessment 
 The researcher gave another informal assessment on the Friday of the third week of 
interventions. This informal assessment built upon the first and second weeks by adding the two 
additional vocabulary words that had been explicitly taught, thus increasing the total words 
tested from four in Week 2 Informal Test to six in Week 3 Informal Test. The results from the 
third week’s informal assessment of the six vocabulary words “kangaroo,” “hop,” “snake,” 
“slither,” “cheetah,” and “run” are displayed in the chart below. There are two categories for 
each word: nonverbal and verbal. The number represents how many correct responses the 
participant gave out of the two attempts.  Participant 2 unexpectedly left halfway through the 
third week and thus was not available for this assessment or the remainder of the interventions. 








Week 3 Informal Assessment  
















































































































































































































1 2 - 2 - 2 - 1 - 2 - 2 - 
2 N/A 
3 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 - 2 - 1 - 
4 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 




Table 4.12 shows that Participant 1 made gains from the previous week and returned to 
the first week’s level of nonverbal recognition of kangaroo with two correct nonverbal responses. 
This participant also increased nonverbal recognition of hop from one to two and for snake 
increased from zero correct nonverbal responses to two and for slither remained constant at one 
correct nonverbal response. For the third week’s new words of cheetah and run, this participant 
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correctly identified them in all nonverbal attempts. No intelligible verbal responses were 
provided by this participant in this assessment. 
Participant 3 remained constant from Week 2 to Week 3 in the nonverbal recognition of 
kangaroo and hop with one correct response for each word. Snake and slither were also constant 
from the previous week with one correct nonverbal response for each word. This participant 
identified cheetah correctly in both nonverbal attempts and recognized the word run once out of 
the two nonverbal attempts. No intelligible verbal responses were given by this participant.  
Participant 4 remained constant from the previous weeks by correctly identifying all 
vocabulary words correctly in all nonverbal and verbal attempts. This participant accurately 
provided nonverbal and verbal responses for the words kangaroo, hop, snake, slither, cheetah, 
and run. 
Participant 5 remained constant from the previous week’s nonverbal responses of 
kangaroo and hop by correctly providing two nonverbal responses for each word. However, this 
participant did not provide a correct verbal response for either kangaroo or hop. This participant 
remained constant for nonverbal recognition of snake with two correct responses and increased 
nonverbal recognition of the word slither from zero in Week 2 to two in Week 3. The new words 
for Week 3, cheetah and run, were correctly identified nonverbally in all attempts but this 
participant did not provide an accurate verbal response. 
This data lacks input from three participants, but illustrates the continued vocabulary 
growth in all participants. None of the participants decreased in their knowledge of previous 
vocabulary from Week 2 and none scored a zero in a nonverbal category for any of the 
vocabulary words, thus indicating that the participants were learning the vocabulary.  
 




 At the end of the four week intervention gave each participant a Post-Test. The Post-Test 
followed the same format as the Pre-Test: using the flashcards, the researcher prompted each 
participant individually to indicate a specific word nonverbally by prompting him/her with the 
phrases “Where is the ___” or “Point to the ___” or prompted them to respond verbally with the 
phrase “What is this?” while pointing to or holding up a specific card. The researcher asked each 
participant to respond verbally and nonverbally to each of the eight vocabulary words twice. The 
results are shown in the following charts, first as a summary of total possible nonverbal 
responses correct and total possible verbal responses correct. Because the participants responded 
to each of the eight vocabulary words twice, the results are listed out of a possible 16 correct 
responses. After the summarizing chart with the totals by participant, there are charts that list the 
participants’ nonverbal and verbal responses for each word with separate columns for each 
attempt and the total for nonverbal and for verbal responses. As stated previously, Participant 2 
left unexpectedly during Week 3 and was not available for the Post-Test and therefore the results 
are labeled N/A.  
Table 4.13 contains a summary of the correct responses from Post Test out of a total 16 
attempts for nonverbal and for verbal. Each of the eight vocabulary words was tested twice, 
amounting to the total of 16 possible correct. Participant 1 answered 11 out of the possible 16 
nonverbal responses correctly and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response. 
Participant 3 provided 11 out of the possible 16 correct nonverbal responses and 1 out of the 
possible 16 correct verbal responses. Participant 4 answered all verbal and nonverbal correct 
with 16/16 in both categories. Participant 5 answered 16/16 correct for the nonverbal category 
and 10/16 in the verbal category. Participant 6 responded to all 16 nonverbal attempts correctly 
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and 11/16 verbal attempts were correct. Participant 7 indicated all 16 nonverbal attempts 
correctly and could not produce any intelligible verbal responses. 
Table 4.13 
Post-Test Results 
Participant Number Total Nonverbal (Receptive) 
/16 
Total Verbal (Expressive) 
/16 
1 11 - 
2 N/A N/A 
3 11 1 
4 16 16 
5 16 10 
6 16 11 
7 16 - 
 The following charts will provide further details of the Post-Test results by presenting the 
data for each word with columns for each attempt and totals for nonverbal and verbal. Similar to 
the symbols used in charts for the Pre-Test, a ✓indicates a correct response, X indicates an 
incorrect response, and – indicates that the participant was unable to produce an intelligible 
verbal response.   
Table 4.14 shows the results from the Post-Test for the word kangaroo. Participant 1 
correctly indicated the kangaroo nonverbally in both attempts and was not able to produce an 
intelligible verbal response in either of the two attempts. Participant 3 correctly indicated the 
kangaroo nonverbally in both attempts and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal 
response. Participant 4 correctly identified the kangaroo nonverbally in both attempts and 
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provided correct verbal responses in both attempts. Participant 5 correctly identified the 
kangaroo nonverbally and verbally in all attempts. Participant 6 correctly identified the kangaroo 
nonverbally and verbally in all attempts. Participant 7 correctly identified the kangaroo 
nonverbally in both attempts and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response. The 
results from all participants were six correct nonverbal responses on the first attempt and six 
correct nonverbal response on the second attempt, with a total of twelve correct nonverbal 
responses for kangaroo. The verbal responses were lower than the nonverbal responses, with 
three correct on the first attempt and three on the second attempt to amount to a total of six 
correct verbal responses for kangaroo. 
Table 4.14 















1 ✓ ✓ 2 - - - 
2 N/A 
3 ✓ ✓ 2 - - - 
4 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
5 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
6 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
7 ✓ ✓ 2 - - - 
Total ✓ 6 6 12 3 3 6 
 



















1 ✓ ✓ 2 - - - 
2 N/A 
3 X X 0 - - - 
4 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
5 ✓ ✓ 2 X X 0 
6 ✓ ✓ 2 X ✓ 1 
7 ✓ ✓ 2 - - - 
Total ✓ 5 5 10 1 2 3 
Table 4.15 shows the results from the Post-Test for the word hop. Participant 1 correctly 
indicated the word hop nonverbally in both attempts and was not able to produce an intelligible 
verbal response in either of the two attempts. Participant 3 did not correctly indicate the word 
hop nonverbally in either attempt and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response. 
Participant 4 correctly identified the word hop nonverbally in both attempts and provided correct 
verbal responses in both attempts. Participant 5 correctly identified the word hop nonverbally in 
both attempts and did not provide a correct verbal response in either attempt. Participant 6 
correctly identified the word hop nonverbally in both attempts and provided a correct verbal 
response in the second attempt. Participant 7 correctly identified the word hop nonverbally in 
both attempts and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response. The results from all 
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participants were five correct nonverbal responses on the first attempt and five correct nonverbal 
response on the second attempt, with a total of ten correct nonverbal responses for the word hop. 
The verbal responses were lower than the nonverbal responses, with one correct on the first 
attempt and two on the second attempt to amount to a total of three correct verbal responses for 
the word hop. 
Table 4.16 















1 ✓ ✓ 2 - - - 
2 N/A 
3 ✓ ✓ 2 - - - 
4 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
5 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
6 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
7 ✓ ✓ 2 - - - 
Total ✓ 6 6 12 3 3 6 
 Table 4.16 shows the results from the Post-Test for the word snake. Participant 1 
correctly indicated the snake nonverbally in both attempts and was not able to produce an 
intelligible verbal response in either of the two attempts. Participant 3 correctly indicated the 
snake nonverbally in both attempts and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response. 
Participant 4 correctly identified the snake nonverbally in both attempts and provided correct 
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verbal responses in both attempts. Participant 5 correctly identified the snake nonverbally and 
verbally in all attempts. Participant 6 correctly identified the snake nonverbally and verbally in 
all attempts. Participant 7 correctly identified the snake nonverbally in both attempts and was not 
able to produce an intelligible verbal response. The results from all participants were six correct 
nonverbal responses on the first attempt and six correct nonverbal responses on the second 
attempt, with a total of twelve correct nonverbal responses for snake. The verbal responses were 
lower than the nonverbal responses, with three correct on the first attempt and three on the 
second attempt to amount to a total of six correct verbal responses for snake. 
Table 4.17 















1 ✓ X 1 - - - 
2 N/A 
3 X ✓ 1 - - - 
4 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
5 ✓ ✓ 2 X X 0 
6 ✓ ✓ 2 X X 0 
7 ✓ ✓ 2 - - - 
Total ✓ 5 5 10 1 1 2 
 Table 4.17 shows the results from the Post-Test for the word slither. Participant 1 
correctly indicated the word slither nonverbally in the first attempt and was not able to produce 
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an intelligible verbal response in either of the two attempts. Participant 3 correctly indicated the 
word slither nonverbally in the second attempt and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal 
response. Participant 4 correctly identified the word slither nonverbally in both attempts and 
provided correct verbal responses in both attempts. Participant 5 correctly identified the word 
slither nonverbally in both attempts and did not provide an accurate verbal response in either 
attempt. Participant 6 correctly identified the word slither nonverbally in both attempts and did 
not provide an accurate verbal response in either attempt. Participant 7 correctly identified the 
word slither nonverbally in both attempts and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal 
response. The results from all participants were five correct nonverbal responses on the first 
attempt and five correct nonverbal response on the second attempt, with a total of ten correct 
nonverbal responses for the word slither. The verbal responses were lower than the nonverbal 
responses, with one correct on the first attempt and one on the second attempt to amount to a 
total of two correct verbal responses for the word slither. 
 Table 4.18 shows the results from the Post-Test for the word cheetah. Participant 1 
correctly indicated the cheetah nonverbally in the first attempt and was not able to produce an 
intelligible verbal response in either of the two attempts. Participant 3 correctly indicated the 
cheetah nonverbally in both attempts and gave a correct verbal response in the first attempt. 
Participant 4 correctly identified the cheetah nonverbally in both attempts and provided correct 
verbal responses in both attempts. Participant 5 correctly identified the cheetah nonverbally and 
verbally in all attempts. Participant 6 correctly identified the cheetah nonverbally in both 
attempts and did not provide a correct verbal response in either attempt. Participant 7 correctly 
identified the cheetah nonverbally in both attempts and was not able to produce an intelligible 
verbal response. The results from all participants were six correct nonverbal responses on the 
GUIDED VOCABULARY INSTRUCTION FOR CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES  83 
 
 
first attempt and five correct nonverbal response on the second attempt, with a total of eleven 
correct nonverbal responses for cheetah. The verbal responses were lower than the nonverbal 
responses, with three correct on the first attempt and two on the second attempt to amount to a 
total of five correct verbal responses for cheetah. 
Table 4.18 















1 ✓ X 1 - - - 
2 N/A 
3 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ X 1 
4 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
5 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
6 ✓ ✓ 2 X X 0 
7 ✓ ✓ 2 - - - 
Total ✓ 6 5 11 3 2 5 
Table 4.19 shows the results from the Post-Test for the word run. Participant 1 correctly 
indicated the word run nonverbally in the first attempt and was not able to produce an intelligible 
verbal response in either of the two attempts. Participant 3 did not correctly indicated the word 
run nonverbally in either attempts and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response. 
Participant 4 correctly identified the word run nonverbally in both attempts and provided correct 
verbal responses in both attempts. Participant 5 correctly identified the word run nonverbally and 
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did not provide a correct verbal response in either attempt. Participant 6 correctly identified the 
word run nonverbally and verbally in all attempts. Participant 7 correctly identified the word run 
nonverbally in both attempts and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response. The 
results from all participants were five correct nonverbal responses on the first attempt and four 
correct nonverbal responses on the second attempt, with a total of nine correct nonverbal 
responses for the word run. The verbal responses were lower than the nonverbal responses, with 
two correct on the first attempt and two on the second attempt to amount to a total of four correct 
verbal responses for the word run. 
Table 4.19 















1 ✓ X 1 - - - 
2 N/A 
3 X X 0 - - - 
4 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
5 ✓ ✓ 2 X X 0 
6 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
7 ✓ ✓ 2 - - - 
Total ✓ 5 4 9 2 2 4 
  
 



















1 ✓ X 1 - - - 
2 N/A 
3 ✓ ✓ 2 - - - 
4 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
5 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
6 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
7 ✓ ✓ 2 - - - 
Total ✓ 6 5 11 3 3 6 
 Table 4.20 shows the results from the Post-Test for the word eagle. Participant 1 correctly 
indicated the eagle nonverbally in the first attempt and was not able to produce an intelligible 
verbal response in either of the two attempts. Participant 3 correctly indicated the eagle 
nonverbally in both attempts and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response. 
Participant 4 correctly identified the eagle nonverbally in both attempts and provided correct 
verbal responses in both attempts. Participant 5 correctly identified the eagle nonverbally and 
verbally in all attempts. Participant 6 correctly identified the eagle nonverbally and verbally in 
all attempts. Participant 7 correctly identified the eagle nonverbally in both attempts and was not 
able to produce an intelligible verbal response. The results from all participants were six correct 
nonverbal responses on the first attempt and five correct nonverbal responses on the second 
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attempt, with a total of eleven correct nonverbal responses for eagle. The verbal responses were 
lower than the nonverbal responses, with three correct on the first attempt and three on the 
second attempt to amount to a total of six correct verbal responses for eagle. 
Table 4.21 















1 ✓ X 1 - - - 
2 N/A 
3 ✓ ✓ 2 - - - 
4 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
5 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
6 ✓ ✓ 2 ✓ ✓ 2 
7 ✓ ✓ 2 - - - 
Total ✓ 6 5 11 3 3 6 
 Table 4.21 shows the results from the Post-Test for the word fly. Participant 1 correctly 
indicated the word fly nonverbally in the first attempt and was not able to produce an intelligible 
verbal response in either of the two attempts. Participant 3 correctly indicated the word fly 
nonverbally in both attempts and was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response. 
Participant 4 correctly identified the word fly nonverbally in both attempts and provided correct 
verbal responses in both attempts. Participant 5 correctly identified the word fly nonverbally and 
verbally in all attempts. Participant 6 correctly identified the word fly nonverbally and verbally 
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in all attempts. Participant 7 correctly identified the word fly nonverbally in both attempts and 
was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response. The results from all participants were six 
correct nonverbal responses on the first attempt and five correct nonverbal responses on the 
second attempt, with a total of eleven correct nonverbal responses for the word fly. The verbal 
responses were lower than the nonverbal responses, with three correct on the first attempt and 
three on the second attempt to amount to a total of six correct verbal responses for the word fly. 
Tables 4.13-4.21 have shown the results from the Post-Test as a summary of total 
nonverbal and verbal responses for each participant and also detailed results for each nonverbal 
and verbal attempt for each of the eight vocabulary words. The following section will compare 
the data from the Pre-Test and Post-Test as summaries of the total nonverbal and verbal 
responses and also detailed for each word. The charts will be accompanied with bar graphs that 
illustrate the growth between Pre-Test and Post-Test through different colored bar graphs.  
Growth from Pre-Test to Post-Test 
 This section will use the data from the Pre-Test and Post-Test and compare the values to 
assess growth in each participant. The data will be divided by total nonverbal and verbal results 
and by each of the eight vocabulary words. The data will be displayed in tables 4.22-4.30 and in 
multicolored bar graphs Figures 4.1-4.9 to further illustrate the differences between Pre-Test and 
Post-Test results. As stated previously, Participant 2 left unexpectedly during Week 3 and was 
not available for the Post-Test, thus N/A is used where this participant did not have any data to 































1 8 11 +3 - - - 
2 3 N/A N/A - N/A N/A 
3 3 11 +8 - 1 +1 
4 12 16 +4 9 16 +7 
5 9 16 +7 8 10 +2 
6 13 16 +3 8 11 +3 
7 14 16 +2 - - - 
 Table 4.22 shows the total nonverbal and verbal results for each participant in the Pre-
Test and the Post-Test with separate categories for nonverbal and verbal growth. On the Pre-Test 
Participant 1 scored 8/16 nonverbal and gained three points to achieve 11/16 on the nonverbal 
section of the Post-Test. This participant was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response 
in the Pre-Test or the Post-Test. Participant 3 scored 3/16 on the nonverbal section of the Pre-
Test and gained eight points for a Post-Test score of 11/16. This participant was not able to 
produce an intelligible verbal response in the Pre-Test but increased this score to 1/16 intelligible 
verbal responses in the Post-Test. Participant 4 scored 12/16 in the nonverbal portion of the Pre-
Test and gained four points to achieve a perfect score of 16/16 on the nonverbal portion of the 
Post-Test. This participant scored 9/16 on the verbal portion of the Pre-Test and increased seven 
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points to achieve a perfect score of 16/16 on the Post-Test. Participant 5 scored 9/16 on the 
nonverbal section of the Pre-Test and gained seven points for a perfect score of 16/16 on the 
nonverbal questions of the Post-Test. This participant scored 8/16 on the verbal portion of the 
Pre-Test and increased two points to earn a score of 10/16 on the verbal portion of the Post-test. 
Participant 6 increased the score of 13/16 on the nonverbal section of the Pre-Test to a perfect 
score of 16/16 on the nonverbal portion of the Post-Test with an increase of three points. This 
participant scored 8/16 on the verbal portion of the Pre-Test and gained three points for a score 
of 11/16 on the verbal portion of the Post-Test Participant 7 scored 14/16 on the nonverbal 
section of the Pre-Test and gained two additional points to achieve a perfect score of 16/16 on 
the nonverbal portion of the Post-Test. This participant was not able to produce intelligible 
verbal responses for the Pre-Test or the Post-Test. This data shows that all students made gains 
in nonverbal vocabulary, with four participants receiving perfect scores in the Post-Test. It also 
shows that the verbal scores were lower than the nonverbal scores, but that all but two 
participants made gains in the verbal recognition 







1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Figure 4.1 Pre- and Post-Test Scores 
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 Figure 4.1 illustrates the growth made in nonverbal and verbal responses for each 
participant. The red indicates the total for nonverbal responses in the Pre-Test and the green 
indicates the total for nonverbal responses in the Post-Test. Purple indicates the total for verbal 
responses in the Pre-Test and the blue indicates the total for verbal responses in the Post-Test. 
Participant 2 only has data from the Pre-Test and thus does not have all of the columns that the 
other participants have. Figure 4.1 makes it apparent how much growth each participant made 
compared to their individual Pre-Test results and also compared to their peers.  
 The following tables and figures will contain comparisons between Pre-Test and Post-
Test data according to each of the eight vocabulary words. 
Table 4.23 


















1 1 2 +1 - - - 
2 0 N/A - N/A 
3 1 2 +1 - - - 
4 2 2 0 2 2 0 
5 1 2 +1 1 2 +1 
6 2 2 0 2 2 0 
7 2 2 0 - - - 
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  Table 4.23 contains information of nonverbal and verbal responses for the word 
kangaroo from the Pre-Test and the Post-Test with a separate category for growth. Participant 1 
nonverbally identified the word kangaroo 1/2 times in the Pre-Test and gained to a perfect score 
of 2/2 in the nonverbal portion of the Post-Test. This participant was not able to produce an 
intelligible verbal response in the Pre-Test or the Post-Test. Participant 3 nonverbally indicated 
the word kangaroo 1/2 times in the Pre-Test and gained to a perfect score of 2/2 in the nonverbal 
portion of the Post-Test. This participant was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response 
in the Pre-Test or the Post-Test. Participant 4 nonverbally identified the word kangaroo in 2/2 
attempts in the Pre-Test and maintained this perfect score of 2/2 in the Post-Test. Likewise, this 
participant verbally identified the word kangaroo in 2/2 attempts in the Pre-Test and also 2/2 in 
the Post-Test. Participant 5 nonverbally indicated the word kangaroo in 1/2 attempts in the Pre-
Test and increased to 2/2 correct responses in the nonverbal portion of the Post-Test. This 
participant verbally identified the word kangaroo in 1/2 opportunities in the Pre-Test and 
increased to a perfect score of 2/2 on the Post-Test. Participant 6 nonverbally identified the word 
kangaroo in 2/2 attempts on the Pre-Test and maintained this perfect score of 2/2 on the Post-
Test and did the same with the verbal responses, scoring 2/2 on the Pre-Test and Post-Test. 
Participant 7 nonverbally identified the word kangaroo in 2/2 attempts on the Pre-Test and 
maintained this perfect score of 2/2 on the Post-Test. This participant was not able to produce an 
intelligible verbal response in the Pre-Test or the Post-Test.   
 Figure 4.2 illustrates the nonverbal and verbal growth made by each participant in 
identifying the word kangaroo. The red indicates the total for nonverbal responses in the Pre-Test 
and the green indicates the total for nonverbal responses in the Post-Test. Blue indicates the total 
for verbal responses in the Pre-Test and the orange indicates the total for verbal responses in the 
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Post-Test. Participant 2 only has data from the Pre-Test and thus does not have all of the columns 
that the other participants have. Figure 4.2 makes it apparent how much growth each participant 
made compared to their individual Pre-Test results and also compared to their peers. It also 
makes explicit the perfect result of 2/2 for each participant in nonverbally identifying the word 
kangaroo.   
 
Table 4.24 contains information of nonverbal and verbal responses for the word hop from the 
Pre-Test and the Post-Test with a separate category for growth. Participant 1 nonverbally 
identified the word hop 2/2 times in the Pre-Test and maintained this perfect score of 2/2 in the 
nonverbal portion of the Post-Test. This participant was not able to produce an intelligible verbal 
response in the Pre-Test or the Post-Test. Participant 3 nonverbally indicated the word hop 0/2 
times in the Pre-Test and did not make any gains for the score of 0/2 in the nonverbal portion of 
the Post-Test. This participant was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response in the Pre-
Test or the Post-Test. Participant 4 nonverbally identified the word hop in 1/2 attempts in the 
Pre-Test and increased to achieve a perfect score of 2/2 in the Post-Test. Likewise, this 
participant verbally identified the word hop in 1/2 attempts in the Pre-Test and increased to 2/2 
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and increased to 2/2 correct responses in the nonverbal portion of the Post-Test. This participant 
verbally identified the word hop in 0/2 opportunities in the Pre-Test and did not make any gains 
for a score of 0/2 on the Post-Test. Participant 6 nonverbally identified the word hop in 2/2 
attempts on the Pre-Test and maintained this perfect score of 2/2 on the Post-Test. This 
participant verbally identified the word hop correctly in 0/2 attempts on the Pre-Test and 
increased 1/2 on the Post-Test. Participant 7 nonverbally identified the word hop in 2/2 attempts 
on the Pre-Test and maintained this perfect score of 2/2 on the Post-Test. This participant was 
not able to produce an intelligible verbal response in the Pre-Test or the Post-Test. 
Table 4.24 


















1 2 2 0 - - - 
2 0 N/A - N/A 
3 0 0 0 - - - 
4 1 2 +1 1 2 +1 
5 0 2 +2 0 0 0 
6 2 2 0 0 1 +1 
7 2 2 0 - - - 
    




 Figure 4.3 illustrates the nonverbal and verbal growth made by each participant in 
identifying the word hop. The red indicates the total for nonverbal responses in the Pre-Test and 
the green indicates the total for nonverbal responses in the Post-Test. Purple indicates the total 
for verbal responses in the Pre-Test and the blue indicates the total for verbal responses in the 
Post-Test. Participant 2 only has data from the Pre-Test and thus does not have all of the columns 
that the other participants have. Figure 4.3 makes it apparent that Participant 3 did not learn the 
word hop as effectively as his peers did.  
 Table 4.25 contains information of nonverbal and verbal responses for the word snake 
from the Pre-Test and the Post-Test with a separate category for growth. Participant 1 
nonverbally identified the word snake 1/2 times in the Pre-Test and increased to achieve a 
perfect score of 2/2 in the nonverbal portion of the Post-Test. This participant was not able to 
produce an intelligible verbal response in the Pre-Test or the Post-Test. Participant 3 nonverbally 
indicated the word snake 0/2 times in the Pre-Test and increased to the score of 2/2 in the 
nonverbal portion of the Post-Test. This participant was not able to produce an intelligible verbal 
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2/2 attempts in the Pre-Test and maintained this to achieve a perfect score of 2/2 in the Post-Test. 
Likewise, this participant verbally identified the word snake in 2/2 attempts in the Pre-Test and 
maintained to earn 2/2 in the Post-Test as well. Participant 5 nonverbally indicated the word 
snake in 2/2 attempts in the Pre-Test and maintained to 2/2 correct responses in the nonverbal 
portion of the Post-Test. This participant verbally identified the word snake in 2/2 opportunities 
in the Pre-Test and maintained this to achieve a perfect score of 2/2 on the Post-Test. Participant 
6 nonverbally identified the word snake in 2/2 attempts on the Pre-Test and maintained this 
perfect score of 2/2 on the Post-Test. This participant verbally identified the word hop correctly 
in 2/2 attempts on the Pre-Test and maintained 2/2 on the Post-Test. Participant 7 nonverbally 
identified the word snake in 2/2 attempts on the Pre-Test and maintained this perfect score of 2/2 
on the Post-Test. This participant was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response in the 
Pre-Test or the Post-Test.   
 Figure 4.4 illustrates the nonverbal and verbal growth made by each participant in 
identifying the word snake. The red indicates the total for nonverbal responses in the Pre-Test 
and the green indicates the total for nonverbal responses in the Post-Test. Blue indicates the total 
for verbal responses in the Pre-Test and the orange indicates the total for verbal responses in the 
Post-Test. Participant 2 only has data from the Pre-Test and thus does not have all of the columns 
that the other participants have. Figure 4.4 makes it apparent that all of the participants made 
gains and all had perfect scores in nonverbal identification. However, it also illustrates that four 


























1 1 2 +1 - - - 
2 1 N/A - N/A 
3 0 2 +2 - - - 
4 2 2 0 2 2 0 
5 2 2 0 2 2 0 
6 2 2 0 2 2 0 
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1 0 1 +1 - - - 
2 0 N/A - N/A 
3 0 1 +1 - - - 
4 0 2 +2 0 2 +2 
5 1 2 +1 0 0 0 
6 1 2 +1 0 0 0 
7 1 2 +1 - - - 
 Table 4.26 contains information of nonverbal and verbal responses for the word slither 
from the Pre-Test and the Post-Test with a separate category for growth. Participant 1 
nonverbally identified the word slither 0/2 times in the Pre-Test and increased to a score of 1/2 in 
the nonverbal portion of the Post-Test. This participant was not able to produce an intelligible 
verbal response in the Pre-Test or the Post-Test. Participant 3 nonverbally indicated the word 
slither 0/2 times in the Pre-Test and increased to the score of 1/2 in the nonverbal portion of the 
Post-Test. This participant was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response in the Pre-Test 
or the Post-Test. Participant 4 nonverbally identified the word slither in 0/2 attempts in the Pre-
Test and increased to achieve a perfect score of 2/2 in the Post-Test. Likewise, this participant 
verbally identified the word slither in 0/2 attempts in the Pre-Test and increased to 2/2 in the 
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Post-Test. Participant 5 nonverbally indicated the word slither in 1/2 attempts in the Pre-Test and 
increased to 2/2 correct responses in the nonverbal portion of the Post-Test. This participant 
verbally identified the word slither in 0/2 opportunities in the Pre-Test and did not make any 
gains for a score of 0/2 on the Post-Test. Participant 6 nonverbally identified the word slither in 
1/2 attempts on the Pre-Test and increased to a perfect score of 2/2 on the Post-Test. This 
participant verbally identified the word slither correctly in 0/2 attempts on the Pre-Test and did 
not make any gains for a score of 0/2 on the Post-Test. Participant 7 nonverbally identified the 
word slither in 1/2 attempts on the Pre-Test and increased this to a  perfect score of 2/2 on the 
Post-Test. This participant was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response in the Pre-Test 
or the Post-Test.   
Figure 4.5 illustrates the nonverbal and verbal growth made by each participant in 
identifying the word slither. The red indicates the total for nonverbal responses in the Pre-Test 
and the green indicates the total for nonverbal responses in the Post-Test. Blue indicates the total 
for verbal responses in the Pre-Test and the orange indicates the total for verbal responses in the 
Post-Test. Participant 2 only has data from the Pre-Test and thus does not have all of the columns 
that the other participants have. Figure 4.5 makes it apparent that all participants made gains in 
nonverbal recognition and that only one participant was able to verbally identify the word slither. 























1 1 1 0 - - - 
2 1 N/A - N/A 
3 1 2 +1 - 1 +1 
4 1 2 +1 0 2 +2 
5 1 2 +1 1 2 +1 
6 1 2 +1 0 0 0 
7 2 2 0 - - - 
 Table 4.27 contains information of nonverbal and verbal responses for the word cheetah 
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nonverbally identified the word cheetah 1/2 times in the Pre-Test and maintained this score of 
1/2 in the nonverbal portion of the Post-Test. This participant was not able to produce an 
intelligible verbal response in the Pre-Test or the Post-Test. Participant 3 nonverbally indicated 
the word cheetah 1/2 times in the Pre-Test and increased to the score of 2/2 in the nonverbal 
portion of the Post-Test. This participant was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response 
in the Pre-Test but increased to a score of 1/2 in the Post-Test. Participant 4 nonverbally 
identified the word cheetah in 1/2 attempts in the Pre-Test and increased to achieve a perfect 
score of 2/2 in the Post-Test. This participant verbally identified the word cheetah in 0/2 attempts 
in the Pre-Test and increased to 2/2 in the Post-Test. Participant 5 nonverbally indicated the word 
cheetah in 1/2 attempts in the Pre-Test and increased to 2/2 correct responses in the nonverbal 
portion of the Post-Test. This participant verbally identified the word cheetah in 1/2 
opportunities in the Pre-Test and increased for a score of 2/2 on the Post-Test. Participant 6 
nonverbally identified the word cheetah in 1/2 attempts on the Pre-Test and increased to a perfect 
score of 2/2 on the Post-Test. This participant verbally identified the word cheetah correctly in 
0/2 attempts on the Pre-Test and did not make any gains for a score of 0/2 on the Post-Test. 
Participant 7 nonverbally identified the word cheetah in 2/2 attempts on the Pre-Test and 
maintained this to achieve a  perfect score of 2/2 on the Post-Test. This participant was not able 
to produce an intelligible verbal response in the Pre-Test or the Post-Test.   
Figure 4.6 illustrates the nonverbal and verbal growth made by each participant in 
identifying the word cheetah. The red indicates the total for nonverbal responses in the Pre-Test 
and the green indicates the total for nonverbal responses in the Post-Test. Blue indicates the total 
for verbal responses in the Pre-Test and the orange indicates the total for verbal responses in the 
Post-Test. Participant 2 only has data from the Pre-Test and thus does not have all of the columns 
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that the other participants have. Figure 4.6 makes it apparent that all participants but one 
improved their nonverbal recognition to achieve a perfect score of 2/2 and that one participant 
improved from unintelligible verbal responses to an accurate verbal identification of cheetah. 
 
Table 4.28 contains information of nonverbal and verbal responses for the word run from 
the Pre-Test and the Post-Test with a separate category for growth. Participant 1 nonverbally 
identified the word run 1/2 times in the Pre-Test and maintained for a score of 1/2 in the 
nonverbal portion of the Post-Test. This participant was not able to produce an intelligible verbal 
response in the Pre-Test or the Post-Test. Participant 3 nonverbally indicated the word run 1/2 
times in the Pre-Test and decreased to the score of 0/2 in the nonverbal portion of the Post-Test. 
This participant was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response in the Pre-Test or the 
Post-Test. Participant 4 nonverbally identified the word run in 1/2 attempts in the Pre-Test and 
increased to achieve a perfect score of 2/2 in the Post-Test.This participant verbally identified the 
word run in 0/2 attempts in the Pre-Test and increased to 2/2 in the Post-Test. Participant 5 
nonverbally indicated the word run in 1/2 attempts in the Pre-Test and increased to 2/2 correct 
responses in the nonverbal portion of the Post-Test. This participant verbally identified the word 
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Participant 6 nonverbally identified the word run in 1/2 attempts on the Pre-Test and increased to 
a perfect score of 2/2 on the Post-Test. This participant verbally identified the word run correctly 
in 0/2 attempts on the Pre-Test and increased for a perfect score of 2/2 on the Post-Test. 
Participant 7 nonverbally identified the word run in 1/2 attempts on the Pre-Test and maintained 
this for a  perfect score of 2/2 on the Post-Test. This participant was not able to produce an 
intelligible verbal response in the Pre-Test or the Post-Test.   
Table 4.28 


















1 1 1 0 - - - 
2 1 N/A - N/A 
3 1 0 -1 - - - 
4 1 2 +1 0 2 +2 
5 1 2 +1 1 0 -1 
6 1 2 +1 0 2 +2 
7 2 2 0 - - - 




 Figure 4.7 illustrates the nonverbal and verbal growth made by each participant in 
identifying the word run. The red indicates the total for nonverbal responses in the Pre-Test and 
the green indicates the total for nonverbal responses in the Post-Test. Blue indicates the total for 
verbal responses in the Pre-Test and the orange indicates the total for verbal responses in the 
Post-Test. Participant 2 only has data from the Pre-Test and thus does not have all of the columns 
that the other participants have. Figure 4.7 makes it apparent that this was the only vocabulary 
word in which participants decreased nonverbal and verbal responses from the Pre-Test to the 
Post-Test. Participant 3 decreased in nonverbal recognition from 1/2 to 0/2 and Participant 5 
decreased in verbal recognition from 1/2 to 0/2. 
Table 4.29 contains information of nonverbal and verbal responses for the word eagle 
from the Pre-Test and the Post-Test with a separate category for growth. Participant 1 
nonverbally identified the word eagle 1/2 times in the Pre-Test and maintained for a score of 1/2 
in the nonverbal portion of the Post-Test. This participant was not able to produce an intelligible 
verbal response in the Pre-Test or the Post-Test. Participant 3 nonverbally indicated the word 
eagle 1/2 times in the Pre-Test and increased to the score of 2/2 in the nonverbal portion of the 
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or the Post-Test. Participant 4 nonverbally identified the word eagle in 2/2 attempts in the Pre-
Test and maintained to achieve a perfect score of 2/2 in the Post-Test. This participant verbally 
identified the word eagle in 0/2 attempts in the Pre-Test and increased to 2/2 in the Post-Test. 
Participant 5 nonverbally indicated the word eagle in 0/2 attempts in the Pre-Test and increased 
to 2/2 correct responses in the nonverbal portion of the Post-Test. This participant verbally 
identified the word eagle in 0/2 opportunities in the Pre-Test and increased to a score of 2/2 on 
the Post-Test. Participant 6 nonverbally identified the word eagle in 1/2 attempts on the Pre-Test 
and increased to a perfect score of 2/2 on the Post-Test. This participant verbally identified the 
word eagle correctly in 0/2 attempts on the Pre-Test and increased to a score of 2/2 on the Post-
Test. Participant 7 nonverbally identified the word eagle in 1/2 attempts on the Pre-Test and 
increased this to a  perfect score of 2/2 on the Post-Test. This participant was not able to produce 
an intelligible verbal response in the Pre-Test or the Post-Test.   
Figure 4.8 illustrates the nonverbal and verbal growth made by each participant in 
identifying the word eagle. The red indicates the total for nonverbal responses in the Pre-Test 
and the green indicates the total for nonverbal responses in the Post-Test. Blue indicates the total 
for verbal responses in the Pre-Test and the orange indicates the total for verbal responses in the 
Post-Test. Participant 2 only has data from the Pre-Test and thus does not have all of the columns 
that the other participants have. Figure 4.8 makes it apparent that five of the participants 
accurately identified the word eagle nonverbally in both attempts in the Post-Test and that only 


























1 1 1 0 - - - 
2 0 N/A - N/A 
3 1 2 +1 - - - 
4 2 2 0 0 2 +2 
5 0 2 +2 0 2 +2 
6 1 2 +1 0 2 +2 
7 1 2 +1 - - - 
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Table 4.30 
Pre-Test versus Post-Test: Results for fly/volar 


















1 0 1 +1 - - - 
2 0 N/A - N/A 
3 0 2 +2 - - - 
4 2 2 0 2 2 0 
5 2 2 0 2 2 0 
6 2 2 0 2 2 0 
7 2 2 0 - - - 
 Table 4.30 contains information of nonverbal and verbal responses for the word fly from 
the Pre-Test and the Post-Test with a separate category for growth. Participant 1 nonverbally 
identified the word fly 0/2 times in the Pre-Test and increased to a score of 1/2 in the nonverbal 
portion of the Post-Test. This participant was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response 
in the Pre-Test or the Post-Test. Participant 3 nonverbally indicated the word fly 0/2 times in the 
Pre-Test and increased to the score of 2/2 in the nonverbal portion of the Post-Test. This 
participant was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response in the Pre-Test or the Post-
Test. Participant 4 nonverbally identified the word fly in 2/2 attempts in the Pre-Test and 
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maintained for a perfect score of 2/2 in the Post-Test. Likewise, this participant verbally 
identified the word fly in 2/2 attempts in the Pre-Test and maintained for a score of 2/2 in the 
Post-Test. Participant 5 nonverbally indicated the word fly in 2/2 attempts in the Pre-Test and 
maintained for a score of 2/2 correct responses in the nonverbal portion of the Post-Test. This 
participant verbally identified the word fly in 2/2 opportunities in the Pre-Test and maintained 
for a score of 2/2 on the Post-Test. Participant 6 nonverbally identified the word fly in 2/2 
attempts on the Pre-Test and maintained for a perfect score of 2/2 on the Post-Test. This 
participant verbally identified the word fly correctly in 2/2 attempts on the Pre-Test maintained 
for a score of 2/2 on the Post-Test. Participant 7 nonverbally identified the word fly in 2/2 
attempts on the Pre-Test and maintained this for a  perfect score of 2/2 on the Post-Test. This 
participant was not able to produce an intelligible verbal response in the Pre-Test or the Post-
Test.   
 
 Figure 4.9 illustrates the nonverbal and verbal growth made by each participant in 
identifying the word fly. The red indicates the total for nonverbal responses in the Pre-Test and 
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verbal responses in the Pre-Test and the orange indicates the total for verbal responses in the 
Post-Test. Participant 2 only has data from the Pre-Test and thus does not have all of the columns 
that the other participants have. Figure 4.9 makes it apparent that five participants were able to 
nonverbally identify the word fly and three participants were able to verbally identify the word 
fly in 2/2 attempts at the end of the intervention. Only one participant (Participant 1) was unable 
to nonverbally identify the word in both attempts. It also illustrates that four of the participants 
already knew the word fly before the intervention and could identify it nonverbally, while three 
could identify it verbally before the intervention.  
Participation 
 This section includes the participation data collecting sheets for the four week 
intervention. This data illustrated the children’s participation in the intervention with the 
following symbols: A to note if the participant was absent, X if the participant did not achieve at 
least 80% participation in the intervention, or a ✓if the participant had 80% or higher 
participation. Participation was gauged by the number of minutes a participant was engaged in 
the activity. If a participant was not actively engaged (distracted, refusing to participate, in 
another part of the classroom) for more than 84 seconds or approximately a minute and a half of 
the seven minute intervention, he/she was given an X for participation that day. Likewise, 
participation for about five and a half minutes or more earned a ✓ that student that day.  An 
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 Tables 4.31 and 4.32 show the exact day during the third week when Participant 2 
unexpectedly left and the other absences that affected the participation of participants. The first 
day of the intervention occurred on the first day following Spring Break and the school district 
buses misunderstood the start date and thus did not provide bussing for the students. This caused 
the absences for Participants 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7. Participants 1, 6, and 7 all suffered with the flu and 
missed days of school. The X symbol for insufficient participation in the activity affected 
Participants 1 and 5, which fits with the descriptions of the participants given in Chapter 3: both 
of these students struggle with following class routine and participating in activities and have 
specialized plans with goals in their IEPs to help improve this.  
Conclusion 
 This chapter included data results from the four week intervention of explicit adult-
guided instruction on vocabulary acquisition of 3-4 year old children with disabilities. The 
results from the Pre-Test and Post-Test were displayed in charts individually and also compared 
in additional charts and bar graphs to show the universal growth in all participants. There were 
only two occurrences of decrease in the participants, both occurring with the same vocabulary 
word, but overall every participant made gains in nonverbal/receptive and verbal/expressive 
language. The results from the informal assessments given on the Fridays of Week 1, Week 2, 
and Week 3 were also discussed with accompanying charts. This data demonstrated the 
immediate acquisition of the week’s vocabulary and also the retention of previous week’s 
vocabulary words as the study progressed. Lastly, the participation was displayed in a chart and 
showed how absences affected all of the participants and also two participants struggled to fully 
attend to the activities on several days throughout the intervention. 
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 The results of this intervention prove that the use of explicit adult-guided instruction 
helps improve both nonverbal/receptive and verbal/expressive language in 3-4 year old children 
with disabilities.  
  





 This final chapter contains the conclusions of the research study of the Effects of Explicit 
Adult Guided Instruction on Vocabulary Acquisition of Three to Four Year Old Children with 
Disabilities. Connections to existing research summarized in Chapter Two will be revisited and 
connected to the results from this study in the next section. Following that section will be an 
explanation of the results presented in Chapter Four. The strengths and limitations of the 
research study will be discussed in the next section, and the chapter will conclude with a section 
about the researcher’s recommendations for future research based on the results of this study. 
Summarized Findings From Chapter Two 
In Chapter Two, the methodologies and results from research studies about explicit adult 
guided instruction, visual/audio-visual strategies, and explicit adult guided instruction with 
children with disabilities were summarized. The first section of chapter two contained research 
verifying the success of explicit adult guided instruction to teach vocabulary and language 
development in preschool children. Roskos, Burstein, and Sullivan (2014) found that the use of 
small group adult guided instruction increased their participating students’ vocabulary. Benson 
(2013) used direct small group vocabulary instruction that resulted in improved receptive and 
expressive vocabulary in the kindergarten participants. Nielsen, Friesen, and Fink (2012) utilized 
small groups of language-focused instruction by adults that resulted in improved vocabulary and 
narrative development in their kindergarten participants.  
The second section of chapter two discussed the use of visual/audio-visual strategies to 
improve vocabulary acquisition with preschool children or college age students learning a second 
language. All three studies found that visual aids were successful in improving vocabulary 
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growth when the students were assessed using the visuals and not only text (Meadan, Stoner, & 
Parette, 2008). Soul’s (2014) audio-visual intervention with preschool children in Delhi resulted 
in increased listening comprehension and vocabulary. Meadan, Stoner, and Parette (2008) 
discovered that using visuals improves students’ learning of vocabulary, but only when the 
students are assessed using the pictures from the intervention. Results from other assessments 
given that did not utilize the visual aids showed that the intervention group students performed 
lower than the control group, which could be a result of the intervention group students 
becoming too reliant upon the pictures and not learning the actual text of the vocabulary words 
(Meadan, Stoner, & Parette, 2008). Farley, Ramonda, & Liu (2012) also had success in 
increasing vocabulary growth by using a visual stimuli with college age students learning a  
second language. The data from these three studies indicates that visual/audio-visual strategies 
help children and young adults learn vocabulary and increase language development, but that 
children can become dependent upon the visual aids.  
 Results from the third section of chapter two demonstrate the effectiveness of explicit 
adult guided instruction and visual/audio-visual interventions with children with disabilities. The 
Aided Language Modeling strategy used by Drager, et al. (2008) in a small group with children 
with Autism utilized visual aids and was shown to increase the children’s vocabulary and 
production and comprehension of words/pictures. Ganz and Flores (2008) also studied the effects 
of using visual stimuli with children with Autism during small group play time: They created 
sentence strips with pictures for each word and worked with the children to successfully increase 
speech production and language development. Flippin, Reszka, and Watson (2010) analyzed 
research about PECS, a strategy that incorporates the use of pictures and visuals to help people 
with Autism Spectrum Disorders to communicate and learn vocabulary. The data proved that 
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PECS improves communication and vocabulary acquisition, therefore supporting the use of 
visual stimuli to increase vocabulary acquisition in children with disabilities. The final study 
from Rinaldi, Rogers-Adkinson, and Arora (2009) explains how children with language 
disabilities also struggle behaviorally and children with emotional disabilities also perform lower 
in language scores when compared to typically developing peers. This information is important 
because it confirms the need for vocabulary and language interventions with children who do not 
have a disability directed linked to language. Overall, the data and results from these studies 
validates the methodology and strategies of explicit adult guided instruction and visual/audio-
visual aids chosen for this research with preschool children with various disabilities. 
 The fourth section contained two studies that investigated multimodal learning. Scofield, 
Hernandez-Reif, and Keith (2009) studied the innate tendency for young children ages 2 to 5 to 
use multiple senses (sight, hearing, and touch) to explore their environment and found that 
children ages 3 to 5 were able to use this multimodal learning technique to learn new words. 
Sankey, Birch, and Gardiner (2010) applied the multimodal learning concept to older learners 
ages 17 to 60 and found that while multimodal teaching strategies could not be proven to be the 
sole cause for increases in the scores from the Pre-Test to Post-Test, the participants developed 
higher levels of confidence, interest, and engagement with multimodal learning and expressed 
that they felt they learned more and would remember more from these teaching sessions.    
Connections to Research 
The results from this study of the Effects of Explicit Adult Guided Instruction on 
Vocabulary Acquisition of Three to Four Year Old Children with Disabilities complements the 
results from these studies because the children in this study made verbal and nonverbal 
vocabulary gains through the use of explicit adult guided instruction that included visual/audio-
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visual aids. Similar to the studies performed by Roskos, Burstein, and Sullivan (2014), Benson 
(2013), and Nielsen, Friesen, and Fink (2012), the researcher utilized small group instruction 
guided by an adult to teach language and vocabulary that resulted in improved vocabulary for all 
participants. Soul (2014), Meadan, Stoner, and Parette (2008), and Farley, Ramonda, and Liu 
(2012) all incorporated visual/audio visual stimuli in their vocabulary interventions and found 
increased  language development, just as this study integrated visuals daily with the flashcards, 
pictures, and videos during instruction and all assessments and resulted in vocabulary gains for 
all participants. The results of improved language skills from this study also match the results of 
Drager, et al. (2008), Ganz and Flores (2008), and Flippin, Reszka, and Watson (2010) who 
found that using visuals/audio visuals during language/vocabulary instruction of children with 
disabilities enhances language skills. The final study from Rinaldi, Rogers-Adkinson, and Arora 
(2009) presented data that supported their theory of shared difficulties in language development 
across disability categories because the participants in this study encompassed various 
disabilities and all made improvements in language through the use of explicit adult guided 
instruction with visual/audio-visual aids. Multimodal learning was addressed through two 
studies. Scofield, Hernandez-Reif, and Keith (2009) studied the innate tendency for young 
children ages 2 to 5 to use multiple senses (sight, hearing, and touch) to explore their 
environment and found that children ages 3 to 5 were able to use this multimodal learning 
technique to learn new words. Sankey, Birch, and Gardiner (2010) applied the multimodal 
learning concept to older learners ages 17 to 60 and found that while multimodal teaching 
strategies could not be proven to be the sole cause for increases in the scores from the Pre-Test to 
Post-Test, the participants developed higher levels of confidence, interest, and engagement with 
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multimodal learning and expressed that they felt they learned more and would remember more 
from these teaching sessions.   
Explanation of Results 
 The results from this study of the effects of explicit adult guided instruction on 
vocabulary acquisition of three to four year old children with disabilities show that all children 
made nonverbal/verbal vocabulary gains. Table 4.22 displays the total growth made by each 
participant from Pre-Test to Post-Test with an average growth of 4.5 words identified correctly 
in the nonverbal portion. For the participants who were capable of responding verbally, the 
average growth was 3.25 words identified correctly for verbally identifying the eight vocabulary 
words. The discrepancy in growth between the verbal and nonverbal scores can be explained by 
the speech/language disabilities of the participants: three or four of the participants (Participants 
1, 2, 3, and 7) were restricted in their verbal responses because of their inability to produce 
intelligible sounds due to their disabilities. The longer words with more syllables such as 
“deslizar” (slither) were also more difficult for them to pronounce 
Four of the six participants who took the Post-Test were able to nonverbally identify all 
eight vocabulary words accurately in both opportunities at the end of the intervention. One 
participant (Participant 3) was unable to make intelligible sounds to identify the words in the 
Pre-Test but made verbal gains during the intervention and was able to respond verbally to 
identify one vocabulary word in the Post-Test.   
Tables 4.13-4.21 showed the results of all participants from the Post-Test in identifying 
the eight vocabulary words verbally and nonverbally. The eight words were comprised of four 
nouns that related to animals: “canguro” (kangaroo), “serpiente” (snake), “chita” (cheetah), and 
“águila” (eagle), and four verbs associated with how the animals moved : “saltar (hop), 
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“deslizar” (slither), “correr” (run), and “volar” (fly). The data showed that out of the 48 possible 
responses (two attempts for each of the four nouns for each of the six participants) the 
participants nonverbally identified the nouns correctly in 46/48 opportunities and nonverbally 
identified the verbs in 40/48 opportunities. Because not all of the participants could respond 
verbally, only the nonverbal results will be used to form the conclusion that the participants 
made greater gains in acquiring nouns than verbs.  
These results were most likely gained as a result of the multimodal lessons delivered by 
an adult in small group settings. The methodology of this study appealed to multiple senses and 
learning styles including sight, sound, kinesthetic movement, and fine/gross motor. By 
incorporating all of these sense and learning styles, the researcher was able to teach the children 
the vocabulary words in a way that they were actively engaged (the majority of the time), 
successfully applying their knowledge across multiple modalities, and were able to retain 
information. Several of the participants had difficulties with attending skills prior to the study, as 
apparent by IEP goals addressing social attending, and were found to have greater success in 
focusing and actively participating during these interventions than in literacy activities from 
previous weeks. Participant 1 did not meet the 80% participation goal associated with this study 
as illustrated in Table 4.31. However, Participant 1 actively participated in 19/20 opportunities 
which is greater than the participant’s IEP goal of 4/5 opportunities. Participant 5 did not meet 
the study’s 80% participation goal three times during the four week intervention, but did actively 
participate in 17/20 opportunities. This is greater than the IEP goal of active participation in 3/5 
of opportunities. Although there were instances of low participation from these two participants, 
overall their active participation was higher than their participation in other literacy activities 
prior to the research study and met their IEP goals for social/academic attending. 
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This increase in engagement can most likely be explained by the multimodal learning 
techniques that differentiated the presentation of the lesson daily and attracted different 
participants according to their preferred learning styles. For example, the most popular activity in 
the methodology of the study was the Movement Dice activity on Day Three that incorporated 
kinesthetic movement: the participants acted out the verbs based on a picture of the animal and a 
verbal instruction from the researcher. In this activity they not only used the senses of sight and 
hearing, but also transferred their knowledge of the noun, associated it to a verb of how that 
animal moved, and conveyed this action with their own body. It was a difficult task, but the 
participants enjoyed the movement aspect of the activity so much that they were not subdued by 
the challenge and remained actively engaged each of the four times this activity was done 
(except Participant 5 in the first week of intervention). 
Strengths and Limitations 
 A prominent strength of this action research study is that all participants made gains in 
their vocabulary and thus the intervention method of explicit adult guided instruction in small 
groups utilizing visuals/audio-visuals was proven successful in vocabulary acquisition in three to 
four year old children with disabilities. Another strength is the multimodal methodology that 
incorporates learning activities that incorporate multiple sense and appeal to various learning 
styles. The 3 to 4 year old participants with disabilities who participated in this study all had 
limited attending skills compared to typically developing children of their age and benefited 
from the variety of lessons and the repetition of content through multiple modalities. Other 
strengths include the small group instruction that is important for all learners, especially early 
childhood special education: The participants in this study represent various disabilities at 
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various academic and social levels, and the small group instruction was vital to their active 
participation and learning because they could receive individual attention and teaching. 
 Limitations of this study include the small number of participants and the unexpected 
departure of one of the participants. The study began with seven participants and ended with six, 
thus the results cannot be generalized as easily to an early childhood special education 
population. Another limitation is the short time frame available for the research due to the date 
the district approved the research proposal and the end of the school year. Only four weeks 
remained in the school year, which amounted to a short time frame to deliver the intervention 
and eliminated the possibility of a delayed post-test to test for vocabulary retention. A final 
limitation was the pictures used to represent the verbs in the flashcards: The pictures used for the 
flashcards used throughout the intervention were found in the database of the Boardmaker 
program. However, it was much easier to find a picture that accurately represented the nouns 
than the verbs, where a static picture cannot clearly represent the movement associated with the 
verb. These pictures used for the verbs could have lead to confusion of the meaning of the words 
and affected the participants’ vocabulary acquisition. 
Recommendations  
 Recommendations for future research include a longer study of the effects of explicit 
adult guided instruction on vocabulary acquisition in three to four year old children with 
disabilities. Although this study found that the effects were positive, the duration of the study 
was only four weeks and future research could investigate the effects over longer periods of time. 
Another recommendation would be further research on the similarities and differences between 
noun and verb acquisition in children with or without disabilities. The results from this study 
show slight discrepancies between the acquisitions of verbs versus nouns, with more participants 
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identifying nouns accurately than verbs, but they were not clear enough to form a conclusion. 
Lastly, future research could be done to investigate the similarities and differences of vocabulary 
acquisition in children with different disabilities: For example, comparing children with Other 
Health Impairment to children with Autism. This research would benefit special education 
instruction and could provide strategies to teach language more effectively depending on the 
children’s particular disability. The research done in this study was similar to the methodology 
used by Drager, et al. (2008), Ganz and Flores (2008), and Flippin, Reszka, and Watson (2010) 
in that it involved preschool age participants with various disabilities and delivered explicit adult 
guided instruction using visual stimuli to investigate the results of language use. This study 
gained similar results as these previous three studies and found that explicit adult guided 
instruction delivered in small groups increases language use in children with disabilities. 
 Recommendations for classroom teachers and educators include the incorporation of 
multimodal learning and small group adult guided instruction. The use of multimodal teaching in 
the methodology of this study helped increase active participation and improved the children’s 
understanding of the language by repeating the content using a variety of learning styles and 
incorporating more than one sense. The results from Sankey, Birch, and Gardiner (2010) also 
promote the use of multimodal learning and encourage teaching learners to be metacognitive of 
their preferred and most effective learning styles. Thus, a recommendation to educators would be 
teach the differences of learning styles and how to be metacognitive of how one is learning, and 
then survey the students in order to better plan lessons that appeal to the various learning styles 
of those students. While this specific recommendation is not plausible for preschool age students, 
the concept of multimodal learning reaches beyond early childhood and is applicable to learning 
at all ages. Another recommendation is to deliver instruction to children in small groups: The 
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explicit adult guided instruction was successful because the researcher could individualize the 
instruction to the participants’ specific needs and had the ability to help the participants when 
needed because of the small number of children. 
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Pre-Test  Date: 4/21/2014   Participant: 
 
Target word: kangaroo (el canguro) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 






Target word: hop (saltar) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 
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Target word: snake (la serpiente) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 






Target word: slither (deslizar) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 






Target word: cheetah (el chitah) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 




Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 





Target word: run (correr) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 






Target word: eagle (el águila) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 
Verbal (Expressive) total: __/2 
 







Target word: fly (volar) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 






Total Nonverbal (Receptive): __/16 
Total Verbal (Expressive):    __/16 
  





Post-Test  Date: 5/16/2014   Participant: 
 
Target word: kangaroo (el canguro) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 






Target word: hop (saltar) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 
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Target word: snake (la serpiente) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 






Target word: slither (deslizar) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 






Target word: cheetah (el chitah) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 




Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 





Target word: run (correr) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 






Target word: eagle (el águila) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 
Verbal (Expressive) total: __/2 
 







Target word: fly (volar) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 






Total Nonverbal (Receptive): __/16   Pre-Test Total Nonverbal (Receptive): __/16 
Total Verbal (Expressive):    __/16   Pre-Test Total Verbal (Expressive):     __/16 
 
  











Week 1 Informal Assessment 
Week 1 Assessment   Date: 4/25/2014  Participant: 
 
Target word: kangaroo (el canguro) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 






Target word: hop (saltar) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 









Week 2 Informal Assessment 
Week 2 Assessment   Date: 5/2/2014 Participant: 
 
Target word: kangaroo (el canguro) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 






Target word: hop (saltar) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 
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Target word: snake (la serpiente) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 






Target word: slither (deslizar) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 










Week 3 Informal Assessment 
Week 3 Assessment   Date: 5/9/2014 Participant: 
 
Target word: kangaroo (el canguro) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 






Target word: hop (saltar) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 
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Target word: snake (la serpiente) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 






Target word: slither (deslizar) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 







Target word: cheetah (el chitah) 
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Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 





Target word: run (correr) 
 
Attempt 1: nonverbal___ verbal___  Attempt 2: nonverbal___  verbal___ 
 
Nonverbal (Receptive) total: __/2 
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  A: Absent 
X:  lower than 80% participation 
✓: 80% or higher participation 
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X:  lower than 80% participation 
✓: 80% or higher participation 
